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Preface 
In August of 1976 the author completed an analysis of the 
training grants ,awarded by the Alaska Criminal Justice Planning
Agency over the three year period from 1973 through 1975 inclu­
sive. That study was of benefit not only to the CJPA but also 
to the other agencies of justice within the state, and educa­
tional and training providers who would be addressing the con­
tinuing professional development needs of justice practitioners 
statewide for the next several years. 
As stated in the Introduction to the original study, Alaska 
has had to develop rather unique techniques to meet the specific 
training needs of "the small town police officer, the urban 
center district attorney, the clerk of the court, the institu­
tional correctional officer and the bush magistrate, to name a 
few, (who) all share the common need for continuing training 
and education." While the principal agencies of justice in 
Alaska are able to meet their mainstream training needs through 
routine budget and planning cycles, they cannot easily and 
efficiently provide for individualized training of persons whose 
professional expertise and/or interests may be highly special­
ized and yet essential to improving some part of the state's 
justice services. 
The Criminal Justice Planning Agency requested that a 
second study of the specialized training grants be completed 
in order to evaluate the four year period which followed the 
initial report (1976, 77, 78, 79), and to compare and summarize 
i.
the results of the total seven years of administration of the 
specialized training grants program. 
In response to that request, this report is organized in 
three parts. Part I consists of the entire original analysis 
completed for the three year period 1973 through 1975. Part II 
is the analysis now completed for the four year period including 
1976 through 1979. Part III provides a summary and comparison 
of the entire seven year period from 1973 through 1979 with a 
narrative overview of expenditures, participating agencies, 
types of training programs, comparisons of in-state and out-of­
state levels of participation and similar data. 
The author wishes to recognize and thank Miss Denise Wike, 
a student majoring in justice, for her very diligent and con­
scientious labors which resulted in the compilation of the 
various tables contained in Part II of this study. She provides 
an excellent example of the quality and quantity of work that 
the Alaska justice agencies can expect from future professional 
employees. Thanks too, must be addressed to Ms. Phyl Booth 
whose capable and amazing skills permitted the report to be 
efficiently presented in a readabie format. Only the author 
should be held accountable for any deficiencies which may exist 
in the content of the study. 
ii.
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SPECIALIZED TRAINING GRANTS 1973 THROUGH 1975 
LJ'l'RODUC'I'IOl'J 
Alaskans are constantly reminded of the high cost of travel 
and difficulties in com.rnunication related to the State's vast geo­
graphic area, its relative remoteness from the contiguous 48 states, 
and its small disconnected centers cf population. Criminal J·us·i:ice 
system agencies must consider these probler:1s ·when establishing 
policies and procedures for the performance of necessary services 
to Alaska's citizens. 
In order to keep criminal justice practitioners abreast of cur­
rent developments in legislation, research, standards and methodolo­
gies affecting long range planning and day to day operations of 
the justice system's agencies, it is necessary for system person­
nel to have access to pre�service and in-service training and edu­
cation opportunities. The need for a continuing professional 
development program is essential to the delivery of high quality 
professional services. The small town police officer, the urban 
center district attorney, the clerk of the court, the institutional 
correctional officer and the bush magistrate, to name a few, all 
share the common need for continuing training and education. No 
single program yet has met the needs of all of these practitioners 
statewide. Although the recently established Criminal Justice 
Center at the University of Alaska is responding to this problem 
through the development of academic and continuing professional 
development curricula and delivery mechanisms, no other program 
within the State has attempted to train and educate justice prac-
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titioners of the several agencies on a continuing basis and at 
all agency levels. 
The Criminal Justice Planning Agency, through the Governor's 
Conunission on the Administration of Justice, has attempted to deal 
,.-,ith this training problem on an interim basis until more suitable 
resources could be developed. Under the category of "Manpower 
Development" and within the program "Criminal Justice Training" 
the CJPA has established each year, for the past several years, a 
Specialized Training Grant program. This program enables '' ... state 
and local police officers, correctional officers, prosecutors, pub­
lic defenders and court personnel (to obtain) specialized training 
sponsored by other agencies and institutions ... " .i\iany participants 
must travel outside of the State to attend programs largely unavail­
able within Alaska. 'i'he grant program was apparently developed to 
insure that participation in the training programs. by the State 
practitioners would be encouraged, and to assist agencies, ,vhose 
budgets often did not permit expensive yet essential travel to dis­
tant training programs, by financing the greater share of costs. 
According to the CJPA training fund grant for 1975, " •.• a 
balance will be achieved by ear-marking a reasonable ratio of 
available funds to each of the components of legal, police, and 
corrections. As a general rule, not more than $500 will be auth­
orized in travel and per diem per person per training session." 
These statements roughly outline the framework for the purpose, 
intent and method of the Specialized 'J.1raining Grant program. 
-2-
PURPOSE OF 'I'III.: S'l'UDY 
Because of the rather unique nature of this program, which 
has impact on the personnel of virtually every agency in the 
State's criminal justice system, an examination of the records 
of past participants may be valuable in assessing future training/ 
education interests an.d may be potentially useful for programrning 
and funding purposes. The intent of this study then, is to exam­
ine how the grant money has been utilized, what personnel have 
received grants, where training has taken place, which training 
programs have attracted Alaskan practitioners, how many practi­
tioners have been reached via this program, and what was the quali­
ty of the program and its relevance to the criminal justice practi­
tioners' work. Additional concerns include whether the specialized 
training grants are worthwhile in acquiring a fair return in terms 
of professional development for dollars expended, and whether there 
are meaningful differences in in-state vs. out-of-state training 
cost/benefit ratios. An examination of the individualized grants 
funded for the years 1973, 1974 and 1975 should provide a reason­
able profile of the effectiveness of this program as one approach 




Information was sought from the CJPA office's participant 
files in late May 1976. Data was gathered from copies made of all 
approval/claim forms and student evaluation of training forms com­
pleted by each individual participant taking part in the program 
in 1973, 1974 and 1975. This mass of material was reduced to 
tabular form for ease of analysis. The individualized data tables 
indicate the number of grants per year, the agencies, the topics of 
the training courses, the training organizations, where and when 
the training took place, the funding costs for each participant, 
and a rating of the training programs from excellent to poor based 
on the participant's evaluation. 
The individualized information was then consolidated into 
total utili�ation figures for each year under the same categorized 
headings except that involvement by each agency, participation 
by topic and sponsoring training organizations were broken out for 
more meaningful scrutiny. 
From the utilization tables a breakdown and comparison of data 
by system component and a comparison of in-state, out-of-state, 
and total program participation levels for each of the three years 
was facilitated. 
The tabular data thus provides the opportunity to compare not 
only levels of individual and financial involvement for each year 
but also the involvement of the police, legal and correctional 
components for each year and all three years. A comparison of 
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in-state and out-of-state progran�ing is also made possible through 
design of these tables. 
Because records were sometimes incomplete, figures for any 
given year cannot be considered exact, but generally will closely 
reflect participation levels in manpower and money invested in 
specialized training for each of the three years. Expenditures 
reflect per diem and travel costs from federal funds and matching 
agency contributions, but do not include program enrollment costs 
which have been borne by the employee's sponsoring criminal justice 
agency. Neither do the expenditures represent costs associated with 
individuals' salaries, fringe benefits, time away from the job 
(which may have required overtime compensation to other employees 
or temporary loss of services) and similar matters related to the 
employee participating in a training program. 
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SPECIALIZED THAL:HL-JG GRAtJT U'l'ILIZATIO�,I - 19 7 3
Table 1 provides identification of each participant utilizing 
the 9rant fund for 1973 and program information for which each 
grant was provided. Of the 67 grants issued for specialized train­
ing in 1973, 143 individuals participated at a cost of $36, 764.38. 
Of these individuals, 107 took part in training programs provided 
within Alaska at a cost of approximately $15,000, and 36 practi­
tioners travelled outside the State for programs costing nearly 
$22, 000. Costs for in-state participants averaged $140 .00 compared 
to an average of $606. 00 per outside training program partici?ant 
(see Table 4). 
Police, legal and correctional personnel participating in the 
1973 grant program totaled 132 of the 143 participants for the 
year (Table 7). Of these the majority of police (E4) and correc­
tional (26) personnel took part in attendance at training programs 
offered within the state while legal personnel were slightly more 
evenly divided between in-state (9) and out-of-state (12) atten­
dance. Of special interest from the 1973 figures is the fact that 
41% of the expenditures for the year was directed to the 75% of 
all participants who took part in training within the State. Con­
versely, it required nearly 60% of the year's training money to 
send 25% of the participants outside of the State for various pro­
grams. 
Training topics drawing the greatest interest (Table 4) of 
criminal justice practitioners in 1973 were concerned with grant 
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management, law enforcement management and narcotic training. 
Concurrently, the Civil Service Cormaission, the Drug Enforceillent 
Administration, the Criminal Justice Planning Agency and the 
Anchorage Community College provided training to the largest groups 
of people dealing with these topics . 
.More specifically, four progra.Ins offered within the state 
drew the majority of in-state participants. The Drug Enforce­
ment Administration offered training in which 21 criminal justice 
system employees participated, the U.S. Civil Service Commission 
attracted 34 personnel to a program entitled "Network 'i'echniques 
for Program I:1anagement", Anchorage Cornrnunity College brought 23 
employees together for a seminar in "Corrununication in Law Enforce­
ment Management'', and CJPA sponsored a progran1 attracting 20 par­
ticipants to instruction in grant management. The remaining 9 
practitioners attending training in Alaska via CJPA funding were 
of a singular interest nature. Of the 36 Alaskans attending "out­
side" programs, ·15 were attorneys who attended various legal 
conferences and seminars dealing with such topics as trial tactics, 
indigent defense, and juvenile justice. The remainder of "outside" 
participants attended programs of individual interest ranging from 
FBI schools and arson and explosives programs to police intelli­
gence and jail operations training. 
Table 8 figures indicate that 53% of the 1973 expenditures 
were utilized by police agency personnel who comprised 56% of the 
total participants in all training programs. 22% of the year's 
expenditures were utilized by legal personnel. While corrections 
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provided 31 of the personnel receiving grants, the percentage of 
overall expenditures employed by these personnel (12%) was nearly 
the same as that for " other" agency personnel (13%) who sent only 
11 people to various programs. 
"Other" agency representatives include personnel from divi­
sions or departments that are not directly involved in criminal 
justice system functions but may have peripheral interests or 
responsibilities with justice agencies. Examples within this 
category included personnel from the University of Alaska, the 
Division of Personnel, the State E.E.O. Office, the Budget and 
Management Division, auditors from Legislative Audit, budget and 
personnel analysts from the Departments of Administration and 
Personnel, supply and administrative officers from various depart­
ments other than criminal justice agencies, and representatives of 
the Alaska 'i'ransportation Com,'nission, Human Rights Commission and 
the Department of Public Works. 
The participatory data is not intended to separate grants 
awarded to the major agency categories for purposes of drawing 
conclusions that law enforcement personnel utilized more or less 
funding than did corrections or legal personnel. Costs of train­
ing in the various major component categories vary when consider­
ation is given to the length_ of various training programs, the 
distance of the program from the employee's v10rk station, and the 
comparative needs for training programs among the major components. 
An examination of funded levels of participation is useful only in 
establishing a factual picture of where the funds were allocated. 
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This study does not address the reason for differences that may 
or may not exist, or what guidelines, if any, may have been used 
to determine the allocation of the resources. Therefore, the data 
is helpful in indicating where the funds were expended but not why. 
Of the 69 grants funded in 1973, 4 1  were evaluated as above 
average or excellent, 14 were rated average and 8 received poor 
ratings. No evaluations were submitted for four of the training 
programs. (Note: Several evaluation comments have been selected 
as examples to indicate the range of ratings from poor to excellent 
and the reasoning for the evaluation for each of the three one year 
grant programs. See Table 10.) 
The level of involvement for bbth personnel and funding was 
greatest in 1973 in that the largest number of criminal justice per­
sonnel participated (143) , the largest expenditures were made 
($37, oooi and the greatest participation in training programs 
took place within the State (75% of total participation). 
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In 1974 the CJPA funded 54 grants which provided individual­
ized training for 61 criminal justice practitioners at a total 
funded level of $36, 133.75. (Table 2) Almost $32,000 of the total 
expended was directed to 46 personnel enrolled in programs out­
side of the State. Fifteen personnel were enabled to seek training 
within the State at a funded level of just over $4, 000. The aver­
age cost per participant in the State was $276. 00 while out-of­
state costs averaged $696. 00 {Table 5). Only two individuals who 
received grants were from "other" agencies outside of the police, 
legal or corrections co1:1ponents. The Division of Motor Vehicles
sent one of these individuals to an auto theft investigation school 
and the other, from the Alaska Transportation Commission, attended 
a program entitled "Administrative Law, Session II n at the Na­
tional College of the State Judiciary, Reno. 
The pattern of geographical participation established in 1973 
was reversed in 1974 i.e.: 75% of all criminal justice practitioners 
attended specialized training programs out-of-state while 25% re­
mained in Alaska for training. This reversal brought costs up 
while local participation went down. 88% of the expended funds 
went to out-of-state program participants who comprised 75% of all 
participants taking part in the program, while 12% of the funds 
paid for 25% of the participants who attended training in-state. 
(Table 7). 
Criminal identification, legal defense, juvenile justice, and 
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criminal investigation were the topics drawing the greatest inter­
est of Alaskan practitioners to training programs in 1974. There 
were no easily identifiable agencies drawing large numbers of per­
sonnel to training sessions as in 1973 but several organizations 
offered c6urses of a similar nature in a given topic area. The 
FBI, Alaska Peace Officers Association, Drug Enforcement Ac..�inis­
tration, Office of Child Advocacy, Practising Law Institute, Trial 
Lawyers of .Z\merica, National Legal Defenders Association and the 
International Bomb Technician Association were typical training 
providers who attracted three or more Alaskans to their programs. 
Twenty-five additional training organizations each provided pro­
grams for one or two Alaskan personnel (Table 5). 
Of the preceding identified training sponsors, the Drug En­
forcement Administration provided training to two Alaskans, the 
Office of Child Advocacy attracted four personnel to a seminar on 
"The Child and the Law'', the FBI (in conjunction with the Public 
Safety Academy) trained three practitioners at a seminar for in­
structors, a criminal intelligence seminar sponsored by the Alaska 
Peace Officers Association attracted four personnel, and the 
Alaska Association of Realtors attracted two Trooper personnel to 
a program in real estate fraud. These five entities drew all of 
the 15 justice personnel who participated in training programs via 
CJPA grants within the State in 1974. Although there was one more 
training "provider" within the State in 1974 than in 1973, there 
was significantly less participation. In 1973 in-state programs 
attracted 107 practitioners while 1974 programs attracted only 15 
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under the svecialized training grant program. 
The police agencies maintained approxinately the sane level 
of involvement and funding in 1974 as they had in 1973 (Table 8). 
55% of the year's expenditures paid for the 56% of all participants, 
who were from police agencies, to attend training programs. Legal 
practitioners utilized 2A% of the funds, corrections used 17%, and 
1 other agency perso�nel required 4% of the total expenditures.
Again, the data indicates the utilization of funds among the agency 
categories but cannot be used to explain the rationale for the 
differences. Therefore, no conclusions should be drawn on the 
value of grant disbursement differentials. 
Although correctional personnel utilized 17% of the funds for 
the year, only 13% of the participants attending specialized train­
ing programs.were from corrections. For comparison, 1973 saw 
correctional personnel employ 12% of the funds for the year and 
this resulted in their representing 31% of all participants in 
specialized training. This difference is explained by examining 
Table 7. Twenty-six correctional personnel participated �n train­
ing programs within Alaska in 1973 at an average cost of only $99 
per person while the five who went out of state that year were 
funded at an average of $401.00. In 1974 no correctional personnel 
took P?rt in training in-state, but eight traveled outside of 
Alaska at an average cost of $774 per participant. It is obvious 
that fewer personnel can participate and do so at a much higher 
cost in out-of-state programs than would be the case if training 
were available within the State. 
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Forty of the 61 criminal justice practitioners evaluated their 
training involvement at above average to excellent in quality. Av­
erage ratings were given to ten programs; 3 rated poor evaluation 
and 8 programs received no evaluation. (See Table 10 for sample 
comments) . 
Total grants dropped frora 67 in 1973 to 54 in 1974, partici­
pation dropped from 143 to 61, but expenditures dropped only slightly 
from $37, 000 to $36, 000.  A major change took place from the pre­
vious year in that 88% of the funds for 1974 were utilized to fund 
75% of all participants to outside of the state programs, a reverse 
of the previous year funding pattern. 
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SPECIALIZED TRAINING GRANT UTILIZATIOt-J - 1975 
Table 3 lists the 43 participants receiving specialized train­
ing grants for the 1975 program. •rhe 40 grants, which required 
funding at $27, 774. 31, represent a much lower level of funding and 
personnel participation than the previous two years of the study. 
The most dramatic difference, hmvever, in 1975 participation data, 
occurs in ·in-state vs. out-of-state funding and levels of involve­
ment. Only one criminal justice practitioner was funded to attend 
a program provided within the State. This single program was funded 
at $347, which permitted the Hoonah Chief of Police to attend a 
Crisis Intervention Workshop, sponsored by the Criminal Justice 
Center at the university of Alaska. On the other side, 42 parti­
cipants were funded at a total cost of $27, 426. 91 (or 99% of the 
total expenditures) to attend programs out-of-state. The average 
cost for these participants was $653 or almost double the cost 
per participant of the in-state trainee (Table 6) . 
The average cost per participant varied only slightly between 
trainees sent out-of-state from police agencies ($608) and the Div­
ision of Corrections ($619) but differed greatly from the average 
dost of legal practitioner trairiing($846) . These costs reflect ac­
tual average expenditures in 19 7 4 for police, corrections and legal 
agencies . The comparison is useful in comparing the costs of 
enabling representative practitioners to take part in individual­
ized programs. It should be remembered, however, that some types 
of training may be inherently more expensive per unit than are 
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others. Time, distance and comparative agency needs for training 
must also be considered. 
It should be noted here that the average cost figure for all 
agencies sending personnel to out-of-state training programs for 
each of the 3 years was much higher than the costs for in-state 
training. Conversely, and more importantly, the average cost fig­
ures for in-state participation is significantly lower than for 
out-of-state training programs. 
The topic of greatest interest for training in 1975 was in the 
area of civil rights, ie, EEO compliance. Juvenile justice, legal 
defense, and motor vehicle programs drew small groups of interested 
Alaskan practitioners. However, as in 1974, no single training 
program attracted relatively large numbers of practitioners as was 
the case in 1973. LEAA, in joint sponsorship with the International 
Association of Human Rights Agencies, the American hssociation of 
Motor Vehicle Administrators and the :National Council of Juvenile
Judges attracted 13 of the 43 participants. The remaining 30 prac­
titioners attended a variety of training programs singly or in pairs 
to-learn more of subjects ranging from privacy and arson to consumer 
protection and explosives (Table 6). 
�he level of funding and level of personnel involved in train­
ing programs from police agencies dropped slightly from the previous 
year's 4 7% of the total expenditures. Legal practitioners' funding 
involved increases from 22% of the total spent for specialized 
training in 1973, and 24% of the 1974 expenditures to 27% of the 
1975 money. Correctional personnel were funded at approximately 
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the same level as the previous year at 16% of the total expencli­
tures (Table 8). 
The evaluation of training programs attended by criminal jus­
tice practitioners during the 1975 grant year were incomplete in 
that 24 participants submitted no evaluation com ents. Of those 
that were available, 5 programs were rated as excellent, 8 above 
average and 6 programs received average ratings. 
Table 10) . 
(Sample conu-nents 
As stated previously, the 1975 grant year was significantly 
different in level of funding, level of participation by practi­
tioners, and in training funded for in-state programs. Funding 
was eight to nine thousand dollars less than in 1973 and 1974. 
There were 100 fewer participants in 1975 than in 1973 and 18 less 
than in 1974. Only one individual received funding for an in-state 
training program in 1975 compared to 25% (15) of the participants 
in 1974 an·d 75% (107) of the 1973 participants. 
Of course, one important consideration for the decrease in 
expenditures and numbers of justice practitioners utilizing special­
ized training grant funds in 1975 may be related to increased pro­
gram opportunities and agency funding capabilities which provided 
training without the need for previous levels of CJPA funding. The 
Public Safety Academy certainly had expanded its programming during 
this period. Also, with the Criminal Justice Center at the Uni­
versity of Alaska coming into existence, additional programs were 
made available. The Center provided training in such topics as L�w 
and Psychiatry for lawyers and doctors, Homicide Investigation for 
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police, district attorneys and medical personnel, Crisis Inter­
vention for police, probation and social service personnel, Sen­
tencing Alternatives for all criminal justice practitioners and 
the general pu:>lic, and Law and the Judicial System for social 
workers. As these program offerings are increased with possibly 
different methods of funding, it may be that CJPA specialized 
training grants will address a much more specialized and specific 
type of training at even lower funding levels. 
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THREE YEAR COMPARISON 
Over the three year period of the study a total of $100, 672. 44 
was expended on specialized training for individuals and small 
groups of Alaskan criminal justice practitioners. The comparative 
figures (Table 9) indicate that costs for total program participa­
tion escalated from a low average of $257 per individual in 1973, 
to $592 in 1974 and finally to $646 in 1975. At the same time the 
numbers of those able to successfully obtain a share of the train­
ing funds declined from a high of 143 individuals in 1973 to 43 in 
1975. The table indicates that overall participation in out-of­
state and within-state training programs totaled almost the same 
number of personnel i. e. , 123 in-state, 124 out-of-state, for the 
3 year period. However, as pointed out earlier, the in-state train­
ing participation was greatest in 1973 (107 individuals) and de­
clined dramatically to one individual in 1975. While the average 
costs of "outside" training were consistently higher, the in-state 
specialized training costs based on the use of these grants was 
consistently and significantly lower. 
One may conclude from these coraparative figure_s that out-of­
state training costs totaled 4 tir,1es the a:mount required to train 
the same number of practitioners within-the-state. Of course, num­
bers of personnel and the amount of money required to permit indivi­
dualized training to occur are not the only factors to be considered 
in making these comparisons. 
-18-
A substantial justification for out-of-state participation in 
individualized training can be made, as noted by the Criminal Jus­
tice Planning Agency in its grant requests , by pointing to the 
fact that many of these programs have been unavailable within the 
State and yet are worthwhile (some are essential) to continuing 
professional development of criminal justice practitioners. Ex­
amples of such outside programs include the national level district 
attorney and public defender conferences, the annual meetings of 
the American Correctional Congress, the national conferences on 
juvenile justice, and a few specialized law enforcement programs 
available only at regional schools . 
An average of $33, 447 . 48 was expended each year for training 
an average of 82 participants. The average cost for each partici­
pant over the 3 year period was $408  per person per training ses­
sion. However, these averages are useful only in terns of their 
potential use for planning for a future period on an overall system 
basis. They are not helpful in planning fund allocations toward a 
given agency or training effort. 
Certain difficulties are inherent in the subjective classi­
fication of the evaluation remarks of the participants. The non­
receipt, or non-availability, of 24 of 4 8  program participant eval­
uations for 1975, by example, reduces even a relatively subjective 
effort to questionable usefulness. It is not possible to compa.re 
the evaluation of in-state vs. out-of-state programs in any mean­
ingful or dependable manner . A much more extensive and systematic 
effort should be made to establish a reliably sound and valid 
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evaluation format that would enable useful comparisons to be made. 
It may be quite helpful to know whether programs presented in­
state were seen as more valuable than those "outside" and why, 
what subject matter was the most beneficial in terms of the rela­
tionship to actual job performance, and whether individual pro­
grams would be worthy of continued participation from Alaskan 
practitioners on a larger scale. 
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COl�CLUSIOiJS AND RECOMHENDATio:;is 
It wo�ld seem that if effective utilization of the specialized 
training grant program is to continue , certain essential decisions 
must be made. These decisions must relate to overall training issues 
identified by the examination of the data from this study. If a 
basic com itment to encouraging criminal justice agencies to follow 
a specific and well planned outline of personnel development is not 
required then the grant funds may become a "give-away" program which 
attempts to accomplish little . 
Based on the comments and evaluative remarks submitted by the 
recipients of the grant money over the three year period, there 
is no question that the program is worthwhile and should continue. 
'rhe participants ' evaluations generally indicate that involvement in 
this program provides a valuable resource in the professional 
associations that are facilitated through interaction with other 
justice practitioners statewide and/or nationwide. This is re­
peatedly commented upon as being a positive benefit in addition 
to the specific purpose of the training for which the grant was 
intended. However, it may be argued that professional contacts 
can be facilitated independently from training programs and at 
lesser costs. Further, there may be distinct advantages in draw­
ing nationally known and respected leaders in the criminal justice 
field to Alaska, to share knowledge with a much wider localized 
practitioner audience. 
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To be of the greatest benefit , training should relate to agen­
cy manpower development needs, hence agency neet1s assessment is 
criticial to the design and/or selection and delivery of training 
programs. The Criminal Justite Center is - atiempting to gather in­
formation which will identify academic · anc. continuing professional 
develop:;:nent needs of the several agencies statewide. A manpower 
research project being conducted by Dr. John Angell , Director of 
the academic component of the Center , indicates that of all crinli­
nal justice employees statewide (including professional , support 
and clerical) approximately 4 8 %  are involved in police agencies ,  
3 0 %  are law related personnel , and 23�6 are employed in the correc­
tional field (Table 11). 
Specialized training grants have been utilized on a slightly 
different percentage basis than is apparent from the distribution 
of criminal justice employees. Police personnel, who coraprise 4 8%  
of all criminal justice system employees, have consumed an avera.ge 
of 55% of the funds facilitated by the training grant program over 
the 3 year period studied. Law related personnel, 30%  of all sys­
tems employees, utilized 19% of specialized training funds and 
correction� 22% of all system personnel, employed 19% of total funds . 
Clearly, as these figures indicate, total expenditures have 
not been proportionate to the numbers of employees in the three 
major components of the criminal justice system. If an objective, 
as stated in the C JPA training fund grant for 1975 is that '' . . .  a 
balance will be achieved by ear-marking a reasbnable ratio of 
available funds to each of the components of legal , police, and 
- 2 2-
corrections . . .  " then this objective has not facilitatec. equal 
total expenditures. It may be questioned �vhether, in fact, it is 
important that equitable distribution of funds be mandated .  �lum­
bers of personnel within a component would not necessarily translate 
to the need for training. It is in exaillining the level of co@pe-
tency , past experience , professional preparation, and personnel 
performance standards that training needs can more easily and more 
meaningfully be defined. Need assessment would therefore appear 
to be more critical than the identification of the numbers of 
employees. Nevertheless , totally disproportionate funding among 
the con�onents might require extensive justification. To be most 
effective the funds should reach those personnel with the greatest 
needs, therefore criteri� including the purpose of a training grant 
request in relationship to the employees ' job function, would appear 
to be appropriate. 
The greater percentages of employees, (69% of police employees 
and 78%  of correctional staff, Table 11) are classified as pro­
fessional practitioners while 55% of law related employees are 
clerical staff. Implications for training are thus clarified some-
what in that the effort should be continued to provide training for 
professional police and correction staff but clerical staff develop­
ment must be provided to substantial numbers of legal agency employees . 
In another related research project being conducted by Peter 
Ring, Director of Research at the Center , preliminary data gathered 
from a statewide survey of criminal justice agencies identifies 
priorities for continuing professional developre nt subj ects as indi-
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cated by the various agencies. By far the chief priority for con­
tinuing professional development requested by the agencies was for 
training in the area of management and supervision. Investigation, 
community relations and criminal and substantive law , .. ,ere listed 
as second level priority topics of equal importance. The next pri­
ority level receiving equal requests were for training in English 
com unication, criminal procedure , crime and alcohol, juvenile 
procedures, Native Alaska and narcotic and dangerous drugs topics. 
Courtroom procedures, family disturbances, correctional practices 
and the j udicial system were topics receiving the fourth level of 
priority requests. Many additional topics were identified as 
singular requests for training. It is possible ti1at the personal 
biases of the questionnaire respondents are reflected in these 
priori ties. However, a sufficient cross-sai.,.1pling of agencies re­
flected similar zesponses so that individual Liases, if evident , at 
least reflect similarities of opinion. 
The identification of training priorities requested by the 
agencies is of great importance to this study in that legitimate 
comparisons can be made between training priorities requested and 
training received by practitioners through the specialized training 
grants over the past three years (see Table 12). It is apparent 
that although management and supervisory training has been identi­
fied as the top priority for training , only in 1973 did significant 
numbers of criminal justice personnel take part in such training via 
the grant program. Prograi.-ns in civil rights , criminal identifica­
tion, trainer instruction, arson , explosives, motor vehicle, consumer 
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protection and security and privacy trainins were participated in 
throughout the three year period by practitioners yet none of 
these topics were identified in the four levels of priorities iden­
tified as topics requested. It could be argued that since training 
had been received in these topics that they are no longer considered 
priorities. There is the possibility, however, that participation 
in these programs was more a matter of opportunity than need. No 
conclusions are possible from this data. 
Also worthy of note is that of the four levels of priorities 
identified as topics requested for training through the survey, 
several topics were not pursued in actual training received by 
grant participants. These topics included community relations, 
English communications, crime and alcohol, Native Alaska, courtroom 
procedures, family disturbances and an understandins of the judicial 
system. 
Although these topical comparisons cannot be precise at this 
point it is nevertheless beneficial to examine general areas of 
topical training interests and levels of involvement in actual 
training received . 
'rhere would appear to be great advantages in developing train­
ing programs within the State that could be accessible to a much 
wider practitioner audience at a much lower cost than is possible 
by funding personnel to participate in programs offered elsewhere. 
Of course, there will always be the need to send selected personnel 
to selected programs of national scope outside of the State. Nation­
al level conferences are unlikely to be offered in Alaska and it ma.y 
- 2 5-
' . 
be essential that agency representatives attend these sessions. 
However, a strong effort should be made to bring training programs 
to the practitioner. Localized programs can provide the oppor­
tunity for a greater nwn0er of personnel to participate, it can 
localize problems and procedures and it can facilitate comi'Tlunica­
tions among Alaskan criminal justice system practitioners. 'i'he 
costs of such efforts would appear to be justified if manpm•!er 
resources and continuing professional development are essential to 
providing high quality professional services to the citizens of 
Alaska. 
In a review of the course titles of programs in ,.,,hich Alaskan 
personnel participated outside, it is apparent that many of the 
programs offered over the three year period could be presented 
within the State. \·iliether these topics migi:1t require "custor,1 de­
sign" or whether training " packages" already in existence elsewhere 
might be brought to the practitioner is not a major issue. The 
important concern is that programs � offered on an ever-expanding 
. basis to increasing numbers of criminal justice practitioners with­
in the State and directed toward all practitioner levels fro1:1 line 
staff to executive management. Priorities and guidelines should be 
developed to insure the 1 1 best 1 ; use of funds. An evaluation system 
designed to ascertain the impact of individual programs and their 
value toward improving the justice system in Alaska is essential. 
On an individual basis, program participation might be facili­
tated for each er:iployee when an accurate profile of his experience, 
education, training antl job function is delineated . Questions 
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worthy of concern to an applicant for training funds might be 
concerned with how the training will relate to t�e job function , 
to the continuing profes sional development of the employee , ths 
value of the training to the employee ' s  agency, and finally i�s 
value to the public being served by the employee. 
It would seem then that the Criminal Justice Planning agency 
has provided a valuable program where little other resources had 
existed. It will probably be necessary to continue the specialized 
training grant program until and unless the individual agencies and 
training facilities are able to develop sufficient resources of 
their own. CJPA is in an excellent position through its planning 
process to encourage the developnent of strong training programs 
within the State and to encourage practitioners to participate 
fully in them as they are developed. This should be done based 
on the assessed and expressed training needs of agency personnel 
, as justified by the agency in an over-all continuing professional 
development plan . At the present time , the Criminal Justice Cen­
ter, the Police Standards Council and the Alaska Public Safety 
Academy should work cooperatively with CJPA in the develop:aent of 
programs. The criminal justice system must be flexible and re-
sponsive in order to insure that duplication is eliminated and that 
a continuum of professional development training and academic 
programs are available to all criminal justice system practitioners 
across the State. Alaska can afford the best in criminal justice 
professional services and should actively pursue this goal through 
continuing professional developr,1ent opportunities provided to all 
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11/15-17/75 396 . 78 
408 . 00 
A.'l\er Corr Assoc 
D . E . A. 
Sacrm.�to Cty Sher Ofc 
630 . 00 
Lousvle ,KY 8/17-21/75 750 . 00 
Butte , MT 9/29-10/10 ;i'S 597 . 00 
Sacrmnto ,CA 9/2-5/75 
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M � r;; r; � ).., � 
C'::-:-.. :'.C�'.:. E��·w•:ilQ\!at Si'iO:'. Q 
• • • . ' .  ...� ""' Q ?cs :..  t:10:1 Ac:cncy Course '!'1.tle l'):cscnt.ctl by Loc.:i.t1.on D.:ttcs Cost ;., ,.: � ::., Cede 
D::.r, State EEO EEO Ofc Affirmative Action Wrkshop Arn Assoc Affirm Act Sun Digo ,CA 4/21-23/76 5 0 6 . 00 
EOD O:!:cr PU::> \•;rks .i\nn Conf IAI3TI Intl Ass Bomb Tech Inv Chicugo , IL 5/30-6/4/76 687 . 00 
i'.:'IS !)irector Dcp ;\d'.1'.n Security & Privacy Seminar Scurch Group , Inc· San Frun ,CA 4/29-30/76 451 . 4 2  
s ... ::J !'..cs & :rnvcst Pi.:o Seif 455 . 00 
Syst-:?:�s 7\��lyst P•.f:::, S;;i.f Spec . Mtng . Motor Veh Adrnins Arn Ass Motor Veh Admin Las Veg , NV 5/3-7/76 654 . 00 . 
c:�ie: ?olice Ktn PD Retraining Session FBI Natl Ac.:td I3oise ,-ID 7/18-21/76 479 . 00 
38-:::..".:, T�ct'.:1i.(;ian Ar.ch PD Annual Conference Intl Ass Do�� Tech Inv Chicago , IL 5/30-6/4/76 7 32 . 00 
S'::  Cri:::".! Coord Pu):) Saf ':'ech Develpn-mt 'tlrkshop Intl Ass Chiefs Police l·1ash , DC 5/16-28/76 1541 . 00 
l""'I .; .... ��r Ve� Divsn Pu::, Saf Annual Conference Am Ass Mtr Veh Adnins Las Veg ,NV 5/3-7/76 695 . 00 v-- , 
St.J.:°f _:\+.:tr:1y Pub Def Tr.i�l of il Criminal Cas� Natl Coll Crim Def Lwr Boustn , 'rX 5/17-28/76 1272 . 00 
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l':o . !'!o. 
No. Par ti- Particirants 
Grants cipants Dy /\�ency 
67 !.-13 CL't·rct.ns 28 
Fub S fty 13 
Dept Law 11 
Pu!:> Def 9 
A . S . '!:. a 
Par. B<1. 4 
Courts 3 
Cty Admin 3 
Dpt Hr.SS 2 
nvn Per;, . 2 
,\n Co:n Col l 
3t:9 C ,•lg t 1 
Cty-Bor Jn l 
Dpt ;\c�min 1 
I.c(j Au,.l i t  1 
Pol �lpts GG 
. . . . . . . . . . . .  
Llnilct PD 12 
Anch PD 1 1  
Ktn PD 8 
Fbks PD 7 
Juneau PD 4 
Kodiak PD 3 
Pall�•?r PD 3 
'.·lrar:gcl PD 3 
sc:,.:i::-a ?D 2 
Ptrsbg 2 
Kenai PD 2 
N .  Pole PD  2 
Sit�a PD 1 
Cordova PD 1 
Metla PD 1 
Momc PD 1 
Homer Pu 1 
:Sethel ?.D l 




Grant �!gt 59 . 




B . E . O .  5 
Juv Just 4 
Defense 4 






E>:pl s l vcs 1 
Cr Jst Cntr l 
No. 
P.irticipc1nts 
lly Spons Grp 
Cv Svc Com 35 
Orq !.,n f i'\d 23 
CIPA 23  
!\n Com Col 22 
Unknot-.J'l'l 9 
PBI 4 
Ntl OJ\ l\ss 4 
LEM 3 
�ll Cn Jv Jd 3 
A . S . T .  2 
l\!n Cor l\�s 2 
N Col Of Lw 2 
IIICP 2 
Intl ID J\ss 1 
Ntl l\r-:s /\Gs 1 
Cn St: Govts 1 
r1<1ttcllc Cn 1 
\lltl Con Di\s l 
Prct L:1.w In l 
nisc�ync Co 1 
Kc0lcr Poly 1 
N C:: Prv In l 
WJ\ St Cntr l 
CA Dpt Just 1 
SW Law Inst l 
AK Cnfs l\ss l 
Spc•cial i zc<l Tr.iining Gran ts 
Util.i.z�tion for 1g73 
In-S t.:itc-f'.i r� i,;.i.p,1 t ion Ou t-of-S t.i tc Pc1rt icip;:tion 
No. /Ive. No. /Ive. 
P.irt Total Cost Cost . Part. Total Cost Cost 
•roti:il Pr.ogr�� 
iwc . 
Totul Cost . Cost 









107 $14 ,944 .79  $140.00 36 $21 ,819 . 59 $606.00 $3G , 76� . 38 $25 7 . 00 20 21 14 S 
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n r'" !•:n f i'\dm •1 
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nnkn6wn . 1  
Specialize� Training Grants 
Utiliz.:ition for 1974 
In-State-Participation 
No. Ave . 
Part Total Cost Cost 
Out-of-State Participation 
No. Ave. 
Part. Total Cost Cost 
Total Program 
Ave . 





















:�o. :!o. No. 
No. Parti- Pa.rti.:i;:->� n t�� !:lart ic:ii:,,:tnts 
Gr.:.�ts ci2u�ts !'3y .l\9�:1cy By Top ic 
40 43 P'clb S :::::),' 11 Civ l'\gts 7 
Cr,rrct;-is \) Jt:v Just -1 
!'ll!) f>cf :j D1.� f.:::1!.;l: ,1 
E . B . O .  Of 3 Mot Vch 4 
Pt.:h :•;c!."ks 2 Scty/Priv 3 
A .  S .  :'. 2 Ar::;on 3 
D:_-;t Lc-'1.W 2 Corrct:1s 3 
Co1.:rts l Invc stc;tns 3 
?r.::olc !:.d l :-;.:1!:'co!:ics 2 
::t� ".:'th t\d 1 Co:--:su:".'I. Pro 2 
!';;.:t .r\.-::;�i:, l 1\::-t;t & Scty 2 
Eu::, "t Com 1 E;.;:plosivcs 2 
Cr Js:: Ctr 1 LitW l 
Pol DI)ts. c Crises Intr 1 
. . . . . . . . . . . .  FBI l 
!�t:1 ?J 3 Tech Devel 1 
r,-::,:,:s PD l 
!!oona:1 PD 1 
k1ch I'D 1 
No. 
Participant:s 
By Spons Grp 
LE/\A 6 
Am i\r;.s !-:ot 
\ich /\cl 4 
Ntl Co'clncil 
Juv ,Jud�rs 3 
Sac Caty 
Sher Off 2 
Ntl Ass I\Gs 2 
Ntl ,'.c.:.d Cr 
Def La•,,,, 2 
Intl Assoc 
/\rson In 2 
Intl As Air 
/Scty Pol 2 
Intl Assoc 
Ilcmb Tch 2 
Srch Grp In 2 
J\r,,. Car J\ss l 
Drg Enf Adm l 
Acud Psy & 
L;-.w 1 
Ntl Fed Yth 
Svc Div 1 
W Cn ?r Sch 1 
Ntl Lc/1 Def 
/\ssoc 1 
I-!c.rv Lw Sch l 
Cr Jst Ctr l 
Inst C!- ,-'.gt 1 
Theoror.i I:--.s 1 
CA St Fire 
t.c.:�t1cmy l 
Ntl Col Pub 
!)cfendcrs l 
CA Na.re Inf 
?·!r;.twork 1 
ri.7:1 A:=. ,�\£ frrn 
:,'BI 1 
J.i\CP 1 
Specialized Training Gr&nts 
Util ization for 1975 
In-State-Participation Out-of-State Participation 
Ho. A•,,r, . No. Avu, 
Part Total Cost Cost Part, Tot;:il Cost Cost 
Total Program 
l\VP.. 
















1 $34 7 . 4 0  $3-1 7 .  0 0  4 2  $27 ,426.91 $653 . 00 $27, 774 . 31 $64 6 . 00 5 8 6 0 


















% of 'l'otal 
?rqr.1 Partic.  
""o] i CC: 
:.,,:?gal 
Corrcc Li 011� 
Suh 'i'Otul 
C'thr 1\�in::i es 
Tot;:il 
, of r1•o ta] 
Frqm P;irt.i c .  
Spc!ci nlizec1 Tra i n i nq r:r·,: 1 11 1  f'dr t i.c i n :i f-: i ()n 
In-State 
Par t i  cip.:itio,·, 
Nu. f.xp-:?nclilure live Cost 
64 $ 9 , 977 . 80 $156 . 00 
9 950 . 96 106 . 00 
26 2 , 586 . 2R 99. 00 
99 13 , 51 5 .  0'1 137 . 00 
8 1 , 429 . 75 179.00  
107 14 , 944 . 79 1'1 0 . 00 
75�: 4H;  
12 $ 3 , 357 . 61 $280 . 00 
3 784 . 21 261 . 00 
15 4 , 14 1 . 82 276. 00 
15 4 , 14 1 . 8 2  276 . 00 
25!'.; 12'l; 
1 $ 31.17 .  4 0  $347 . 00 
1 3tj7 . 4 0  30 . 00 
347 . 4 0  34·1 . oo 
2 ::.  H-
1973 
Out-of:-Stnt0 
Pact ic j 1·,:·1t ion 
llo. Expea�li tn::-e Av0 Cost 
H> $ 9 , 301 . 98 $ 5�1 . 00 
12  7 , 066 . 50 539 . 00 
5 2 , 005. 61 401 . 00 
33 1 8 , 374 . 09 557 . 00 
3 3 , 44 5 . 50 1149 . 00 
36 2 1 , 819 . 5<) G06 . 00 
25�6 5% 
1974 
22 $16 , �31 . 03 $ 7�6 . 00 
14 7 , 930 . 66 567 . 00 
8 6 , 1 94 . 31 774 . 00 
44 30, 7 56 . 00 699 . 00 
2 1 , 235 . 93 6Hl . 00 
46 31 , 991 . 93 G% . 00 
75°, 88>.; 
1975 
20 $1 ;! , G8 9 . 21 $ 604 . 00 
9 7 ,  60-9 . 55 81iG . 00 
7 '1 , 33 3 . 71 619 . 00 
36  24 , f, 32 . 47 GSS . 00 
6 2 ,  ·194 . 4 I\ 466 . 00 
42 27 , 4 2 G .  91 (,53 . 00 
0;1� 99�--
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'rot.al Pro�1 t"d� 
Particip;:ition 
No . E:�pt:nr1.i.tu�·c- l\v0 Co:�t 
80 $19 , 279 . 7 �  $ 24 1 .  00 
21 8 , 0] 7 _ ,;(, 3(i;: . 00 
31  4 , 591 . 89 lt.,l . 00 
13?. 31 , BB9 . 13 2-1 2 .  0L' 
11 4 , 875 . 25 4,; 3 _ 00 
1'1 3 36 ,764 . 30 257 . 00 
100';:. 100% 
34 $ 1 9 , 988 . 64 $588 .00  
17  8 , 714 . 87 51 3 . 00 
8 6 , 194 . 31 774 . 00 
59 3 4 , 897 . 82 592 . 00 
2 1 , 235 . 93 618 . 00 
61 3 6 , 13 3 . 7 5  592 . 00 
100·;; 100",, 
21 $1 3 , 036 . 61 $62 1 .  00 
9 7 , 609 . 55 81\6 .00 
7 4 , 333 . 7 1  61SI . 0il 
37 7.4 , 97 9 . 87 6 7 5 . 00 
6 2 , 794 . 44  466 . 00 




No. of % of TO':c!l Expenditures � of Total 
Part. ic:ipants P�'?.rtici �J�:1.ts by l\gency Expenditures 
Police 80 so�� $19,279 . 78 SJ'!. 
Legal 21  15•, 8 , 017 . 46 22% 
I- Corrections 31 31 � 4 , 5 9 1 . 89 l:?.% CJ) 
.-I 
Other Agencies 11 8?; 4 ,875 . 25 13%  
Total 1'13 1009,; 36, 764 . 38 100% 
Police 34 56°, 1 9 , 988 . 64 55� 
Legal 1 7  28% 8 , 714 . 87 24% 
• I- Corrections 8 13% 6 , 194 . 31 17% 
Other ,l\gencies 2 3t 1 , 23 5 . 93 4% 
Total 61 100% 3 6 , 1 3 3 . 75 100% 
Police 21 499• 1 3 , 0 3 6 . 61 47% 
Legal 9 21% 7 , 609.55 _ 27% 
Corrections 7 169.; 4 , 3 33 . 71 16% 
O�her Agencies 6 14% 2 , 794 .44 10% 









Gr.ants �.o . 
67 107 
54 15 
4 0  1 
161 123  
Specitll ized 'l'raini11CJ Grant Util izution 
'l'hree Year Corr.;:i::irison 
In-State 
Participution 
E>:p:mc1iture Ave Cost No. 
$14 , 9-14. 7 2  $ltl0. 00 3G 
4 I 141.  82 270 . 00 46 
34 7 .  40  347 . 00 42  
19 , 433. 9-1 158 . 00 124 
Out-of-State 
Participation 
E�:pe!1cliture Ave Cost No. 
$21 , 81 9 . 59 $600 . 00 143 
3 1 , 991 . 93 6% . 00 61 
2 7 , 4 2 6 . 91 653 . 00 43 





Expenditure Ave Cost 
$ 3 6 , 764 . 38 $257 . 00 
36 ,133 . 75 592 . 00 
2 7 , 7 74 . 31 646 . 00 
100 , 672 . 44 403.00 






















Spccialize<l Training Grants 
Comments 1973-1975 
1973 
!iclprc1 to f.ice some of realities as oppoE:ed to fictions of the er..i.min,:il  justice process. 
:· :-; �: i..; l. D 
Evaluations ranged from excellent to satisfactory. 'l'hcrc were scver.:i.l com ents concerning disillusionment ·,:ith the CU::'.":?:icuh:.'11 . 
Suggestions were made that the participants be surveyed for curriculum content wis:1e::; prior. to design of  instruction.  
ricttur planning , organization, .:in<l scheduling is necessary. Set out to accomplish too much for diversity o·f _;:iar�·. i(:ip.:.r. t s .  
Well presented, highly beneficial , encouraged professionalism . 
Conference too large for interaction on meaningful basis.  
Information and informal methods valuable, subgrantee training should continue , exchange of problems and recom:�er:datic:"!::; ·:t::r'f :-.-:: :;:; :.'·� : .  
Very helpful in learning o f  other chiefs ' problems and resources .  
1974 
Every officer should attend periodically. Should be held in winter months to enable more to participate. 
Standarc. !)roccdures di�cussed, speakers excellent , information of considerable use, Instructor snould limit partici,:::::atio:-. t:o cx:::r­
ienced public defenders with administrative responsibility. 
Repetitive , p0orer instruction than past conferences .  
Enriching, worthwhile ,  syr;tcrn.-:itic, particularly rccommend0d. 
/\dv.:inced extensive_ instruction , classroom and practical tr.:tining, Enables more effective instruction . Time too sh-::,rt . 
Personal interaction most va�.uable, Alaska ' s  situation good. 
Mix of police and probation officers valuable experienc e ,  program best for police officers with 1-5 years experience. 
1975 
sring program to Alaska - localize. 
National interaction , workshops ,  materials excellent. 
Too many management level personnel attend. Should only send investigators .  Should continue yearly attendance � s  long as remain i n  
investigations. 
Police officers should have this training, like. to attend more pro�rarns of similar nature 
Fair coverage Title 28 re criminal histories,  a�dits etc . Poor instructional organization. 
-42-
Component 
Spcc i u l i zcd 'l'rail ling Gni n l: s  
Manpower/Fund ing Comparisons 
1 9 7 3-1 9"/ 5  
% Funding 
for Spec . 
% C r.w n :i l 
Justice En?loyees 
by Comp�nen t* -----------
1 9 7 5  
Trnin . Grants 
1 9 7 3-1 9 7 5  
Police 4 8 %  5 5 %  
Legal 3 0 %  1 9 %  
Corrections 2 2 %  1 9 %  
Other Agencies 7% 
Table 1 1  
% of· Pe rsonnel 
\hthin Each 
Co;nponf!n t * 
1 9 7 5  _
__ _ 
6 9 %  
Profess ional 
5 5 %  
Clerical 
7 8 %  
Profes s ional 
* Preliminary figures from manpo�er research being conducted by 
Dr . John · Ange l l , Criminal Justice Center , Un iversity of Alaska , 
Anchorage , Alaska 
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Priority 
Speciali zed Training Gro n ts 













1 9 7 4  




1 9 75 
_______ A�o""", e_-_n_____,,cy Sur_v_e�y _____________________________ _ 
I .  Management Grant Criminal Civil  
and management , Identification Rights 
Supervision la,-1 Legal Defense ,  
enforcement Juvenile 
management ,  Justice , 
narocotics Investigation 
. I I .  Inve stigation , Instruc tor Juveni l e  
community •rraining Justice 
relations Prosecution , Correc tions , Legal 
criminal and Investig21tion Narcotics Defense· 
substantive EEO Motor 
law Vehicle 
III . Engl ish Juvenile r-ic.1nager:1en t Security 
commun i- justice , e>:plos i ve s privacy 
cation s ,  Legal FBI a rson , 
criminal defense Training corrections 
procedure , FBI ,  inves tigat ion 
crime and Corrections , 
a lcohol , Adminis-
juvenile tration 
procedures , 
Native Alaska , 
n arcotics and 
dangerous 
drugs 
I V .  Court room Identi fication , Consumer Narcotics 
procedures ,  instructor pro tection .consurr.er 
family training motor. protection 
disturbances arson , vehicle a i rport 
correctional explosives admini s trative security 
prac tices , law ,  arson , explos ives 
j udicial prosecution 
system 
- 4 4 -
PART II 
SPECIALIZED TRAINING GRANTS 1976 THROUGH 1979 
INTRODUCTION 
As in Part I of this study, Part II will provide an analysis 
of the data acquired from all approval/claim forms and evaluation 
of training forms completed by students awarded specialized 
training grants during the years 1976, 1977, 1978 and 1979. The 
same, format has been followed in Part II in order to facilitate 
a comparison and analysis of the two time periods but also so 
that each of the two studies might be utilized independently 
of the other. 
The data acquired from the official documents for the four 
year period was reduced to tabular form for ease of analysis 
(see Part II Appendix, List of Tables). As in Part I of this 
study, the individualized data tables indicate the number of 
grants per year, the agencies, the topics of the training courses, 
the training organizations, where and when the training took 
place, the funding costs for each participant, and a rating of 
the training programs from excellent to poor based on the par­
ticipant's evaluation. 
The individualized information has been consolidated into 
total utilization figures for each year under the same cate­
gorized headings except that involvement by each agency, partici­
pation by topic and sponsoring training organizations have been 
identified in order to facilitate analysis. 
From the utilization tables a breakdown and comparison of 
data by system component and a comparison of in-state, out-of­
state, and total program participation levels for each of the 
II-L 
four years was facilitated, the same as in Part I of the study. 
The tabular data provides the opportunity to compare not 
only levels of individual and financial involvement for each 
year but also the involvement of the police, legal and correc­
tional components for each year and all four years. A comparison 
of in-state and out-of-state programming is also made possible 
through design of these tables. 
Figures for each year closely reflect participation levels 
in manpower and money invested in specialized training for each 
of the four years. Expenditures reflect the per diem and travel 
costs from federal funds and matching agency contributions, but 
they do not include program enrollment costs which have been 
borne by the employee's sponsoring criminal justice agency. 
Expenditures do not reflect any costs associated with an indi­
vidual's salary, fringe benefits, time away from the job (which 
may have required overtime compensation to other employees or 
temporary loss of services) or similar cost factors which may be 
related to the employee's participation in a training program. 
II-2 
SPECIALIZED TRAINING GRANT UTILIZATION - 1976 
Table 1 following provides the identification of each par­
ticipant by position who utilized the grant fund for 1976 as 
well as program information for which each grant was provided. 
Of the 20 grants issued for specialized training in 1976, 24 
individuals participated at a cost of $14,473.19. Of these 
individuals, only 4 took part in training programs provided 
within Alaska at a cost of $970.00, and, convers�ly, 20 practi­
tioners traveled outside the state for programs costing approxi­
mately $13,500. Costs for the in-state participants averaged 
$242.50 compared to an average of $675.15 per Outside training 
program participant (see Table 5). 
Police, legal and correctional personnel participating in 
the 1976 grant program totaled 18 of the 24 participants for 
the year (Table 10). Of these, the police (12) and correctional 
(2) personnel took part in attendance at training programs 
offered outside the state while legal personnel were divided 
between in-state (1) and out-of-state (9) attendance. Of special 
interest from the 1976 figures is the fact that 93% of the expend­
itures for the year was directed to the 83% of all participants 
who took part in training outside the state. Conversely, only 
7% of the year's training money was directed to permit 17% of 
the participants to attend programs within the state. 
Training topics drawing the greatest interest (Table 5) of 
criminal justice practitioners in 1976 were concerned with com­
puter technology, law enforcement investigation and juvenile 
II-3 
justice. However, none of these topics attracted more than 
four individuals and only the International Association of 
Chiefs of Police (as a sponsoring group) attracted as many as 
three persons to their offerings. 
More specifically, of the four persons who took part in 
programs offered within the state, two attended an abused 
women's aid session in Anchorage, one took part in a ''Microdata" 
production, and the fourth person attended a youth theory work­
shop (the latter two programs also in Anchorage). Of the 20 
Alaskans attending "outside'' programs, 12 were law enforcement 
officers who attended various conferences �nd seminars dealing 
with such topics as homicide investigation, computer capabilities, 
arson, bomb investigations, and juvenile justice. The remainder 
of "outside'' participants (8) attended programs of individual 
interest ranging from juvenile diversion to sentencing. 
Table 10 figures indicate that 58% of the 1976 expendi­
tures were utilized by police agency personnel who comprised 
50% of the total participants in all training programs. 13% 
of the year's expenditures were utilized by legal personnel. 
While corrections provided 2 of the personnel receiving grants, 
the percentage of overall expenditures employed by these per­
sonnel (10%) was less than that for ''other" agency personnel 
(19%) who sent 6 people to various programs. 
"Other" agency representatives include personnel from divi­
sions or departments that are not directly involved in criminal 
justice system functions but may have peripheral interests or 
responsibilities with justice agencies. 
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As explained in Part I of this study, the participatory 
data is not intended to separate grants awarded to the major 
agency categories for purposes of drawing conclusions that law 
enforcement personnel utilized more or less funding than did 
corrections or legal personnel. Costs of training in the various 
major component categories vary when consideration is given to 
the length of various training programs, the distance of the 
program from the employee's work station, and the comparative 
needs for training programs among the major components. An 
examination of funded levels of participation is useful only in 
establishing a factual picture of where the funds were allocated. 
This study does not address the reason for differences that may 
or may not exist, or what guidelines, if any, may have been used 
to determine the allocation of the resources. Therefore, the 
data is helpful in indicating where the funds were expended. but 
not why. 
Of the 22 program evaluations received in 1976, 15 were 
evaluated as above average or excellent, 6 were rated average 
and 1 received a poor rating. (Note: Several evaluation com­
ments have been selected as examples to indicate the range of 
ratings from poor to excellent and the reasoning for the evalua­
tion for each of the four one year grant programs. See Table 12. ) 
The level of involvement for both personnel and funding in 
1976 was about average for the four year period in that an 
average number of criminal justice personnel participated (24) , 
the expenditures were moderate ($14, 473. 19), and a greater 
amount of participation in training programs took place outside 
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the state (83% of total participation) for the four year period 
1976 - 1979 inclusive. 
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SPECIALIZED TRAINING GRANT UTILIZATION - 1977 
In 1977 the CJPA funded 20 grants which provided individu­
alized training for 23 criminal justice practitioners at a total 
funded level of $18, 151. 40 (Table 6) . Just over $16, 300.00 of 
the total expended was directed to 19 personnel enrolled in 
programs outside of the state. Four personnel were enabled to 
seek training within the state at a funded level of just over 
$1,800. The average cost per participant in the state was 
$457.30 while out-of-state costs averaged $859. 06 (Table 6). 
Only three individuals who received grants were from "other" 
agencies outside of the police, legal or corrections components. 
The Juneau Teenage Club sent one of these individuals to a 
National Youth Workers Conference, another from the Division of 
Data Processing (Department of Administration) attended a program 
entitled "Virtual Sequential Access Method" and the third was 
the Director of the Office of Volunteer Services who attended a 
national forum on volunteers in criminal justice. 
The pattern of geographical participation established in 
1976 was the same in 1977; i. e., 83% of all criminal justice 
practitioners attended specialized training programs out-of­
state while 17% remained in Alaska for training. 90% of the 
expended funds went to out-of-state program participants who 
comprised 83% of all participants taking part in the program, 
while 10% of the funds paid for 17% of the participants who 
attended training in-state (Table 9) . 
Criminal investigation and resource management topics 
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attracted four and three participants respectively and officer 
survival, securities fraud and arson topics each attracted two 
participants. 13 other topics attracted single person involve­
ment only. There were no easily identifiable agencies drawing 
large numbers of personnel to training sessions, but the 
International Association of Chiefs of Police offered courses 
which were attended by six Alaskans in various topic areas. 
California State University, John Reid College, University of 
California at Davis, Northwestern University and the Justice 
Center of the University of Alaska at Anchorage all attracted 
Alaska justice practitioners. This involvement in training and 
education programs offered on campuses of higher education appears 
in 1977 as an indication of the expansion of offerings in the 
justice related curriculum in university programs across the 
nation (Table 6) . 
Of the identified training sponsors, the Los Angeles Police 
Department s. w.A. T. Team provided training to two Alaskans, the 
Justice Center, UAA, attracted the Director of the Craig Depart­
ment of Public Safety to a seminar on "Criminal Justice Management," 
and another Justice Center offering, on "Substantive Criminal Law, " 
brought the Police Chief of the City of Savoonga to Anchorage as 
a student/participant. These three programs drew all four of. the 
justice personnel who participated in training programs via CJPA 
grants within the state in 1977. There was the same number of 
training "providers" attracting grant recipients within the state 
in 1977 as there was in 1976, and the same level of in-state grant 
·participation. As stated above, in 1976 in-state programs 
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attracted 4 practitioners while 1977 programs attracted the same 
number under the specialized training grant program. 
The police agencies were recipients of an increased level 
of involvement and funding in 1977 as compared to 1976 (Table 10) . 
70% of the year's expenditures paid for the 70% of all participants, 
who were from police agencies, to attend training programs. Legal 
practitioner.s utilized 13% of the funds, corrections used none, 
and other agency personnel required 17% of the total expenditures. 
Again, the data indicates the utilization of funds among the agency 
categories but cannot be used to explain the rationale for the 
differences. Therefore, no conclusions should be drawn on the 
value of grant disbursement differentials. 
Of special interest is that correctional personnel utilized 
none of the funds for the year or, stated differently, none of 
the participants attending specialized training grant funded 
programs were from corrections. For comparison, 1976 saw correc­
tional personnel employ 10% of the funds for the year and this 
resulted in their representing 8% of all participants in 
specialized training. 
Twelve law enforcement personnel participated in training 
programs out-of-state in 1976 at an average cost of $698. 88 per 
person. In 1977, 12 law enforcement officers went to out-of-state 
programs at an average cost of $901. 58 per person. Also in 1977, 
police in-state participation (4) had cost an average of $457. 30. 
It is obvious that police personnel participate and do so at a 
much higher cost in out-of-state programs than within the state. 
Sixteen of the 23 criminal justice practitioners evaluated 
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the training involvement at above average to excellent in quality. 
Average ratings were given to six programs; none rated poor evalu­
ations and one program received no evaluation. (See Table 12 for 
sample comments. )  
Total grants numbered 20 in both 1976· and in 1977. The 
number of participants dropped from 24 to 23, but expenditures 
increased from $14, 473.19 to $18,151. 40. The major change that 
took place from the previous year was that 70% of the funds for 
1977 were utilized to fund 70% of all participants who were from 
law enforcement agencies. This was not a reversal of the previous 
year's funding pattern but an expansion of it. 
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SPECIALIZED TRAINING GRANT UTILIZATION - 1978 
Table 3 lists the 28 participants receiving specialized 
training grants for the 1978 program. The 20 grants, which 
required funding at $13, 579. 93, represent a much lower level of 
funding but a greater number of personnel participation than 
the previous two years. The most dramatic difference, however, 
in 1978 participation data, occurs in in-state vs. out-of-state 
funding and levels of involvement when compared to the previous 
two years. Twelve criminal justice professionals were funded 
to attend programs provided within the state. These programs 
were funded an average of $308 which permitted five of these 
twelve participants to attend a Youth Alternative Services Net­
work Conference in Anchorage and the remaining seven to take 
part in various law enforcement courses in-state. Conversely, 
16 participants were funded at a total cost of $9,872.25 (73% 
of the total expenditures) to attend programs out-of-state. The 
average cost for these participants was $617. 02 or double the 
cost per person of the in-state tiainee (Table �) . 
The average cost per grantee varied not only between 
trainees sent out-of-state from police agencies ($573) and the 
legal components ($809) , but also differed greatly from the cost 
of correctional training, which was zero for the second consecu­
tive year. These costs reflect actual average expenditures in 
1978 for police, corrections and legal agencies. The comparison 
is useful in comparing the costs of enabling representative 
practitioners to take part in individualized programs. It should 
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be remembered, however, that some types of training may be 
inherently more expensive per unit than are others. Time, dis­
tance and comparative agency needs and resources for training 
should also be considered. 
As illustrated in the Part I study covering the period 
1973-1975, it should be noted here that the average cost figure 
for all agencies sending personnel to out-of-state training 
programs for each of the 4 years in this Part II study was much 
higher than the costs for in-state training. Conversely, and 
more importantly, the average cost figures for in-state partici­
pation is significantly lower than for out-of-state training 
programs. 
The topic of greatest interest for training in 1978 was in 
the area of prevention services for juveniles. Police liability, 
security, fraud, police internal affairs, criminal investigation, 
fire and arson, officer survival and trial techniques programs 
drew small groups of interested Alaskan practitioners. However, 
no single training program attracted relatively large numbers of 
practitioners. The Southern Police Institute trained four 
Alaskans under the grant program, while 5 pairs of participants 
were drawn toward programs offered by five other agencies in­
state and out. The remaining practitioners attended a variety 
of training programs singly to learn more of subjects ranging 
from shoplifting and police fleet management to canine training 
and drug enforcement (Table 7) . 
The level of funding and level of personnel involved in 
training programs from police agencies increased still further 
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from the previous years' 70% of the total expenditures. Legal 
practitioners' funding involved increases from 13% of the total 
spent for specialized training in 1976, and 13% of the 1977 
expenditures to 18% of the 1978 money. Correctional personnel 
were not funded, the same as the previous year (Table 10) . 
The evaluations of training programs that were attended by 
criminal justice practitioners during the 1978 grant year were 
complete except that two participants submitted no evaluation 
comments. Of those that were available, 7 programs were rated 
as excellent, 12 above average and 7 programs received average 
ratings. (Sample comments, Table 12. ) 
As stated previously, the 1978 grant year was significantly 
different from the previous two years in level of funding, level 
of participation by practitioners, and in training funded for 
in-state programs. Funding was one thousand to four thousand­
five hundred dollars less than in 1976 and 1977. There were four 
more participants in 1978 than in 1976 and five more than in 1977. 
Twelve individuals (43%) received funding for in-state training 
programs in 1978 compared to 17% (4) of the participants in 1977 
and 17% (4) of the 1976 participants. 
One important consideration for the decrease in expenditures 
and increase in the numbers of justice practitioners utilizing 
specialized training grant funds in 1978 may be related to 
increased program opportunities in-state and increased agency 
funding capabilities which provided training without the need for 
previous levels of CJPA funding. 
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In light of the CJPA goal stated earlier that " • . .  a 
balance will be achieved by earmarking a reasonable ratio of 
available funds to each of the components of legal, police, and 
corrections . . .  ", it seems apparent that funding practices 
did not meet this goal in any of the previous three years. For 
example, police in 1976 received 58% of all grant expenditures, 
70% of all 1977 grant money and 78% of the 1978 funds from this 
program. At the same time corrections received 10% of the 1976 
funds but received no funds or grants at all in either 1977 or 
1978. No explanations or deductions are reasonably available, 
from the material being analyzed, to explain this gap between 
goal and practice. 
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SPECIALIZED TRAINING GRANT UTILIZATION - 1979 
In 1979 the Criminal Justice Planning Agency provided 
$16,160. 07 worth of specialized training grants. This amount 
provided 28 grants for 28 justice practitioners, the same num.be� 
of grants that were awarded in the previous year. As in the 
previous three years no one program topic attracted a large 
number of grant recipients. 
Twenty-one of the 28 justice participants took part in out­
of-state programs at a total cost of nearly $14,000 (or an 
average of $666 per person cost) while the remaining seven 
attended in-state programs at a cost of approximately $2100 or 
an average cost of $310. 67 per person (Table 8) . 
Police, legal and correctional personnel totaled 15 partici­
pants for the year while the balance of recipients came from 
"other" agencies (13) . Neither the four legal nor the three 
correctional personnel took part in in-state programs and only 
two police personnel were funded for in-state offerings. Seven 
from justice related agencies participated in programs within 
Alaska. 
In 1979 a change occurred in regard to the percentages of 
funds directed toward the separate units of the justice system. 
Table 10 indicates that law enforcement expenditures dropped 
dramatically from the previous three years' percentage allocation, 
(58% in 1976, 70% in 1977 and 78% in 1978) , to a 30% share in 1979. 
Expenditures for legal personnel remained nearly the same as in 
previous years (15%) , corrections jumped from zero in 1977 and 
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1978 to 16% in 1979. "Other" agencies received a substantial 
increase from only 4%  in 1978 to a full 39% of all 1979 expen­
ditures. 
Juvenile justice topics accounted for four training grants 
while three persons each were enabled to attend programs on topics 
including family violence and corrections. Two each attended 
sessions on women in crisis and white collar crime. The remaining 
funded participants were involved individually in courses that 
ranged in topics from extradition and data processing to sexual 
assault and experimental education (Table 8). 
Geographically 87% of the 1979 training funds went to out-of­
state program involvement and conversely, 13% of the funds were 
provided to personnel to receive their training within the state. 
Interestingly the 39% of total expenditures for 1979 grants pro­
vided for almost half of all participants (48%) who were from 
"other" agencies than police, legal, or corrections units. These 
"other" personnel represented such agencies or groups as Family 
Intervention Services, Anchorage Child Abuse Board, Juneau School 
District, Suicide Prevention and Crisis Center, Aware, Inc. , 
Anchorage Council on Alcohol, S.T. A. R., Bering Sea Women's Group, 
Alaska Wilderness School and four different group homes or teen 
clubs from Bethel, Fairbanks, Sitka and Seward. 
Again, apparently, as in the previous three years, no one 
training sponsor attracted a significant number of participants. 
(Note: Unfortunately 16 of the individual data sheets did not 
indicate_ the sponsoring groups so that it is possible that this 
conclusion is erroneous or at least inadequate. ) 
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The majority of courses were rated as above average (6) or 
excellent (12) while six participants rated their programs as 
average. None of the 1979 programs were given a poor rating by 
the participants; however, there were four programs which were 
not evaluated or for which no evaluation form was available for 
assessment (see Table 8). 
The pattern established in earlier years was repeated in 
1979 with regard to the ratio of the average costs per partici­
pant of in-state and out-of-state programs. In 1979 that average 
per person cost for out-of-state programs ($666) was at least 
double the average per person cost for in-state participation 
($310). 
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FOUR YEAR COMPARISON 
Over the four year period analyzed in Part II of this study 
a total of $61, 905. 59 was expended on 81 specialized training 
grants for individual Alaska criminal justice practitioners. The 
comparative figures (Table 11) indicate that costs for total 
program participation ranged from a low average of $485 per indi-. 
vidual in 1978, to $789 in 1977. At the same time the numbers 
of those able to successfully obtain a share of the training 
funds totaled a high of 28 individuals in 1978 to a low of 23 in 
1977, not a broad range. The table indicates that overall partici­
pation in out-of-state and within-state training programs totaled 
27 in-state and 75 out-of-state for the four year period. The 
in-state training participation was greatest in 1978 (12 individ­
uals) and declined to four individuals in both 1976 and 1977. 
While the average costs of "outside" training were consistently 
higher, the in-state specialized training costs based on the use 
of these grants was consistently and significantly lower. 
The average out-of-state training costs totaled double the 
amount required to train the aver�ge practitioner within-the-state. 
Of course, numbers of personnel and the amount of money required 
to permit individualized training to occur are not the only 
factors to be considered in making these comparisons. 
As concluded in Part I of this study, a substantial justifi­
cation for out-of-state participation in individualized training 
has been made. Many programs have been unavailable within the 
state and yet are worthwhile (some are essential) to the continuing 
professional development of criminal justice practitioners. 
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Examples of such outside programs have included the national level 
district attorney and public defender conferences, the annual 
meetings of the American Correctional Congress, 'the national con­
ferences on juvenile justice, and a few specialized law enforce­
ment programs available only at regional schools. 
An average of $15,476.40 was expended each year of the four 
year period for training an average of 26 participants. The 
average cost for each participant over the four years was $712 per 
person per training session. These averages are useful only in 
terms of their potential use for planning for a future period on 
an overall system basis. They are probably not very useful in 
planning fund allocations toward a given agency or training effort� 
There are difficulties inherent in the subjective classifica­
tion of the evaluation remarks of the participants and the non­
receipt, or non-availability, of 16 of 28 program participant 
evaluations for 1979 reduces even a relatively subjective effort 
to questionable usefulness. As we stated in Part I, it is not 
possible to compare the evaluation of in-state vs. out-of-state 
programs in any meaningful or dependable manner. A much more 
extensive and systematic effort should be made to establish a 
reliably sound and valid evaluation format that would enable 
useful comparisons to be made. To reiterate our earlier sugges­
tion, it may be quite helpful to know whether programs presented 
in-state were seen as more valuable than those "outside'' and 
why, what subject matter aws the most beneficial in terms of the 
relationship to actual job performance, and whether individual 
programs would be worthy of continued participation from Alaskan 
II-20 
practitioners on a larger scale. 
It would also be quite helpful to receive suggestions or 
ratings from participants about the potential usefulness of 
bringing certain outstanding speakers and/or programs to the 
state. It seems clear that more persons could benefit and at 
lower cost if trainers were brought to the trainees rather than 
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Public Safety Computer Capabilities 
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Dept of Pub Works 
Anchorage PD 
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crirre Lab Supvr. Public Safety 
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Ex:· Director Parole Board 
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II 
Barb Techs & Investigator's Sem. 
II 
Microdata 11Realite11 
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Nat'l Coun. of Juv. Court Judges Los Angeles 
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IACP 
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II II 
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Las Vegas, NV 1/10-13 841.85 
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SPECIALIZED TRAINING GRANTS 
1977 
INDIVIDUALIZED DATA 
Position Agency Course Title Pres ented By Location Dates 
Director Teenage Club Nat' 1 Youth Workers con£ Nat'l Youth Organization Washington OC 6/7-10 
Officers (2) Fairbanks PD Officer Survival Los Angeles S.W.A.T. Team Anchorage 8/15-18 
Lieutenants Ketmikan PD 84th Ann IACP Con£ IACP Los Angeles 10/1-6 
Asst Atty Gen (2) Dept of Law Securities Fraud Seminar No. Am. Securities Admin Assn St Petersburg,FL 8/23-25 
Dept of Admin Virtual Seqt.,ential Access Method Minn, MN 7/5-9 
Detective Fairbanks PD Burglary Prevention california State Univ. Long Beach, CA 10 .12-14 
Detective Ketchikan PD Crim. Interrogation & Beh. Analysis John Reid College Chicago, IL 10.10-17 
Alaska Jud. Council Survey Research for Pub. Admin. Univ of california, Davis Davis, CJI. 9/14-23 
zone Ordr AST Police Manpc:Mer & Res Mngmt Wrkshp IACP Atlanta, GP. 9/19-23 
Director Craig Dept of Pub Saf CJ Mngmt Seminar for Practitioners CJC Juneau 8/29-30 
Major Anchorage PD Police labor Relations Seminar IACP St Louis, M) 10/17-21 
Jw Officer Ketchikan PD Police Juv Procedures Workshop IACP Salt Lake City 8/22-26 
Director Off of Vol Services 7th Ann Nat' 1 Forum on Vol -in CJ Office of Volunteer Services Dallas, TX 11/05-14 
DHSS The Police-Social Work Team Nat' 1 Counc of Juv & Fam Ct Chicago, IL 11/6-9 
Judges/Nat' l  Assn of Soc Wrks/IACP 
> Polire Chief City of Savoonga St:bs Crim Law for Law Enf Off Anchorage 12/ -19 
Detzctive Fairbanks PD Hanicide & Maj Crime Scene Inv Nort.1-iwestern univ Evanston, IL 2/20-24 
Chief Inv Dept of Pub Saf Homicide Investigation Seminar Southern Police Institute Louisville, KY 1/9-20 
Investigator " " " " " " 
Chief Wrangell PD Arson Seminar Int' l Assn of Arson Inv Anaheim, CA 4/23-28 
<r.dr I !-"..etro Unit Fairbanks PD Mgmt of Multi-Agency Inv Units IACP Las Vegar;, NV 2/20-24 






































































D2pt of Pub . Safety 
Faimanks PD 
Dept of Pub Safety 
" " 
" II 
Cl'lief of Police Ketchikan PD 
Cr.L-re Prev Off Valdez PD 
Cl'lief of Police 
Investigator 
Asst Atty Gen 
Harrer PD 
Dept of Pub Safety 
Dept of Law 
Officer Mun. of Anchorage 





Pub Safety Off 










Dept of Pub Sa�ety 
Anchorage PD 
North star Borough 
D2pt of Pub Safety 
Juneau PD 
Horrer PD 
Bethel Group Home 
Petersburg Youth Prgm 
None can Ctr Yth Prgm 
Petersburg D C  Ctr 
Ketch Youth Mv Prgm . 
Table 3 
SPECIALIZED TRAINIHG GRANTS 
1978 
INDIVIDUALIZED DATA � .... 
,...; 
Course Title 
Police Civil Liability Wrshp 




Homicide Investigation seminar 
II 
Wrkshp on Police Civil Liability 
Shoplifting Trng Seminar 
19th Ann NW Arson Seminar 
Police Fleet Mngmt oorxshop 
14th Annual Conference 
6th Ann canine Trainers Seminar 
Trial Technj ques Seminar 
FBI Nat' 1 Academy Ass Trng Sero 
Drug Enforcement School 
Int' 1 l\.ssn of Auto Theft Inv Sem 
Officer Survival 
Anchorage PD Academy 
Fire and Arson . Inv Seminar 
Officer Survival 
Field Training Officer School 




Presented By Location Dates Cost 
AELE 
Ak Div ot Banking & Securities 
San Francisco 5/21-24 519.00 x 
Juneau 4/3-6 578.50 x 
II II 
Soutnern Police Institute Louisville, KY 6/19-30 250.00 X 
II II II 
II II 
AELE 
Wash. State Atty Gen's Office 
II 6/5-16 
II 
San Francisco !:>/21-24 





Oregon Fire Chiefs Assn Eugene, OR 5/8-12 500.00 
IACP Jackson, MI 6/19-21 500.00 
Nat'l Assn of Extradition Off Atlanta, GA 5/21-24 764.29 
St. Paul Police Dept Canine Unit St Paul, MN 5/19-21 700.87 
Nat' l  COll of Dist Atty Los Angeles, CA 3/14-18 1662.92  
FBI Port Angeles, WA7/16-19 500.00 
Dept of Justice Anchorage 7/24-8/4 480.08 
Int' 1 Assn of Auto Theft Inv 
Univer�ity of Alaska 
Anchorage PD 







Nat' l Fire Prev & Control Admin 





Youth Alternative Service Ntwork Anchorage 
9/15-16 1075. 39 X 
8/3-5 !:>28.58 X 
8/21-�5 2!:>5.00 
10/16-21 l0U. 00 
II " " " 
11 " II II II II 
" II II II 


























Po sition Agency Course Title 




Family::rntervention.'. Hanebuilders Trng Class 
Services 
Family Therapist An.ch Child Abuse Bd 
Juvenile Officer Ketchikan PD 
Probation Off III C.6rrections 
Violence in Families Nat'l s:rmp 
·6th Nat' 1 Conf on Juv Just 




Dep..i ty Fire 
Marshall 
Juneau Sch:,ol Dist 6th Nat' 1 Conf on Juv Just 
Public Defender Agency Defending Crimes of Violence 
Suicide Prev & Crisis Nat'l Conf of Info and Referral 
Center Services 
11th Ann Crim Advocacy Inst 
Dept Pub Safety 1979 Arson Inv Seminar Int' 1 Assn of Arson Inv 
Table 4 
Location Dates Cost 
Yakima, \� 11/13-17 404.56 
Hot Springs,AR 10/29-ll/L804.75 
San Diego , CA 2/4-8 9S3.00 
Tuscon, ;,.z 1/14-20 705.26 
San Diego, CA 2/4-8 682.08 
Denver, CO 2/23-24 500. 00 
Phoenix, AZ 4/5-8 500.00 
� - 5-. 
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Williamsburg,VA 5/21-25 934 ,00 X 




Asst Atty Gen 
� Folice Chief 
I 




Dept of Transi;:ortation 7th Ann Int ' 1 Assn of Bcrnb Tec.°11s 
& Investigators 
Aware, Inc, t-.'brkshop of Aiding Battered vanen 
Dept of Law 
Seward PD 
1979 Nat' l  Assn of Extradition Off Nat 'l  Assn of Extradition Off 
1979 Western States Regional Trng 
Session for FBI Nat'l Acaderoby Grads 
Anch Counc on Aloohol v.'bmen in Crisis Conf 
Police Civil Liability Americans for Effective Law Enf Ketchikan PD 
Corrections Degree Program - Probation Practice Fordham Univ 
D."'l.ta Systems Coor Anchorage PD 31-Hour Corresimar Data Processi.nJ Mngmt Assn 
Paralegal Asst Dept of Law 




Vol in Corrections 
2nd CCrnp Trng Course on i,'hite Crime 
Nat ' l  Coalition Against sexual 
Assault Conference 
Uniformed Investigator School Anchorage PD 
1979 Nat' 1 Assn of Vol fa Corr Forum 
Program Director Bering Sea W:Jmen' s . North West W::xnen ' s Aciton on Family 
Group Violence 




Bethel Group Hane 
Presbyterian Hosp 
House 
Sitka Teen Club 
Seward Teen Club 
Fairba.'1ks PD 
Conf on Prev Youth Services 
lIDrkshop on Crisis Intervention 
Youth Alternative Serv"Tces 
Netw::>rk 
Conf on Prr:>1 Youth Services Youth Alternative Services 
Netw::>rk 
Workshop on Ccrlm F.ducation Prog 
Developnent & .Staff Oe>lelopnent 
White Collar Crime Enforcement Nat'l Center on White collar 
Strategies Crime 
San Jose, CA 5/27-6/1 666,20 
Anchorage, AK 4/28-29 281.14 X 
Carson City, Nol 5/20-23 503, 52 
Los Angeles, CA 7/8-11 444,43 X 
NY, NY 5/17-19 681.35 
San Francisco 5/14-16 872.00 X 
Tuscon, AZ 6/24-31 1357.18 
Anchorage, AK 5/30-6/1 375.00 
Seattle ,  WA 6/24-30 453,15 X 
Lake Geneva,WI 8/24-26 500.00 
Anchorage, AK · 8/27-31 415,00 
Biloxi, Miss 10/7-10 500.00 
Taa::rna, Wi\ 9/19-21 628 , 9 2  X 
Portsrouth, NH 10/14-16 500.00 








Ancrorage, AK 11/7-9 �96. 55 X 
100,00 X 
Seattle, WA 6/24-30 459. 00 x 
X 
X 2 
1\c. N'o. No , 
!l:O. Parti- P�ticipants Participants 
�a..t"J.tS cipa"'lts By l�gency By TOpic · 
20 24 Ketch PD 3 Investig 3 
Family Juv Jstc 3 
Connctn l Correctns 2 
Div of Sentencing l 
Ment Hlth l Corrq:iuters 4 
AK Judicial Arson 2 
Council 2 Plan & Res l 
Correctns 1 Battered 
Juneau PD l Wanen 2 
Anch PD 2 Explosives 2 
Publc Sfty 5 Organizat 
Juneau can Theory l 
on Asslts Identif .  l 
agnst Wmn 2 Secur 
Dept of Fraud 2 
Pub Wrks l 
Frbnl(s PD l 
H 
Ketch Yth 
H Mv l 
I Parole Bd l 
N Dept of Cm 
-..J & EcOn Dev 2 
No. 
Pilrticipants 
By Spans Grp 
Specialized 'J.rain.ing Grants 
Utilization for 1976 
In-State-Participatio� out-of-State Participation 
No. Ave. No. !we. 
Part TOtal Cost Cost Part, TOtal Cost Cost 
TOtal .Progra"n 
Ave. 
TOtal Cost Cost 
J._ 
Table 5 
Eval 0£ Prs;ms 
. 
u t a, 1-18 No 
in �� � p.. Eval 
GOR.VJA l 4 $970.00 $242.50· 20 $13,503.19 $675.15 $14,473.19 $603.05 6 9 7 l l 
Hum Res Dev l 
NC Vied Soc l 
Nat 'l  Col of 
Juv Justice l 
Nat ' l  Col of 
State Jud l 
Regional CJ 
Trng Cntr l 
IACP 3 
Nat' l Council 
Juv Ct Jdgs l 
In't Assn 
Arson Inves 2 
Assn of Pol 
Plan & Res 
Off Conf l 
Abusd wnns 
Aid in crsis 2 
Int 'l  Assn of 
Bomb Techs 2 
Microdata 1 
NW Univ l 
Int' l Assn 
for Ident l 



















Tr.age Clb 1 
Frbnks PD 5 
Ketch PD 3 
Dept of IM 2 
Dept of 
Adrnin 1 
AK Jd Cncl l 
AST l 
Craig Dept 
of PS l 
Anch PD 1 







PD . 1 
No. 
Participants 
By TOpic · 
Yth Wrkrs 1 
Offer Surv 2 
Il\CP Ccnf l 
Sec Fraud 2 
Data Proc l 
Burg Prev l 
Inv 4 
Research 1 
Res Mngt 3 
Labor Rel l 
Juv Proc l 








By Spons Grp 
Nat'l Yth Org 
IA 5\-./AT 'lln 
IACP 
NA sec 1ldmin 
Assn 





SO Pol Inst 
Int'l Assn of 
Arson Inv 
Cal St Univ 
(not indic) 
Specialized l'rainir.g Grants 
Utilization for 1977 
In-state-Participation Out-cf-State Pa..-ticipation 
No. 1'.ve. t-:o. Ave. 
Part Total Cost Cost Part. Total Cost Ccst 














To� .Progra-n Eval o:!: ?.::gr,-.s 
Ave. u @ OJ � No 
Total Cost Cost 2,j �� � � Eval 
















[);!pt ot FS 8 
Frbnks PD 2 
Ketch PD 1 
Valdez PD 1 
Hatt& PD 2 




By TOpic · 
Police Liab 2 
Sec Fraud 2 
Int Affrs 2 












1 Arson 2 
2 Extrdtion 1 
1 Canine 
Trners 1 
1 Trial Techs 2 
1 FBI Academy 1 
Drug Er.f 1 









By S:,::cns Grp 
sr.-ccializcc iruining Grants 
Gtilization for 1978 
In-State-Pa..rticipation 
No. Ave. 
Part TOtal Cost Cost 
O.it-of-State Participaticn 
:-:o. F-.ve.  
Part. Total Cost Cost 
TOtal -Pr07-"il."n 
Ave. 
Total Cost Cost 
T.:ilile 7 
Eval of P:-C':'i"..S 
.. - .. u rJ a, 8 
>· .0 > > � r.::< < p., 
l\ELE 2 12 $3,707.68 ,  $308. 97 · 16 $9, 872.25 $617. 01 $13,579.93 $484 . 9 9  7 12 7 0 
AK Div .of 
Brtlmg & Sec 2 
wash St Atty 
Gen's Office 1 
Ore Fire• Chfs 
Assn 1 
Ll'.CP 1 
Nat' 1 Assn of 
Extrd Off 1 
St Paul PD 
Cc:nine Unit 1 
Nat' l Col of 
Dist Atty 2 
Fl3I 1 
Anch PD 2 .  
Nat 'l  Fire Prv 
& cont Jl.dmin 1 
Dept of Just 1 
Int' 1 Assn of 
Auto Theft In 
Invest 
UA 2 


















By Tepic . 
Pamily 
Violence 3 




Fam Int Srv · l 
Anch Child 
Abuse Board l 
Ketch PD 2 
Corrections 2 
Juneau Sehl 
District l Referrl 
Pblc Def 
l,gency 1 
Suicde Prev 1 
Public Sfty l 
I::ept of Law 2 
I::ept of Trns l 
&1c:re, Inc l 
Seward PD 1 
Anch Counc on 
Alcoholism l 
Anch PD 1 















Data Proc l 
White Crim 2 







Juneau PD l 
Vol in corr l 
Bering sea 
Womens Grp l 
JIJ< Wldrns 
School l Education l 











Frbnks PD l 
No. 
Participants 
By Spans Grp 
Specialized 'l'rnining Grunts 
Utilization for 1979 
In-State-Pa...rticipation O�t-of-State Participation 
No. Ave. 1':o. Ave. 
Part Total Cost Cost Part. Total Cost Cost 
Table 8 
Total -Progra-n :::val of P=9..s 
l..ve. 0 � aJ 8 No 
Total Cost Cost � ;g;:: � i:.. Eval 
Fordhm Univ 2 . 7 $2,174.69 $310.67. 21 $13,985.38 · $665.97 $16,160.07 $577. 15 6 12 6 0 4 
Crim Mv Inst l 
Int 'l Assn of 
Arson Inv l 
Nat'l Assn of 
Pre-trial Srv l 
Nat'l Assn of 
Extrd Off l 
Ams for Eff 
I.aw Enf l 
Data Proc i'� 
Assn l 
Anch PD l 
Yth Alt Srvc 
Netw-ork 2 
Nat 'l Cntr on 
w11.i te Collar 
Crin-e l 
(not in.die) 16 
Special i z e d  Training Grant Participation  
Compar i son by System Component 1 9 7 6 - 1 9 7 9  
Table 9 
1 9 7 6  
In-State Out- o f - S t ate Total Program 
Participation P a r t i c ipation Parti cipation 
Compon e n t  N o .  Expenditure Ave Cost  N o .  Expenditure Ave Cost  No . Expenditure Ave Cost 
Pol ice 12  $ 8 , 3 8 6 . 5 9  $ 698 . 8 8 12 $ 8 , 3 8 6 . 5 9  $ 6 9 8 . 8 8  
Legal 1 $ 2 5 0 . 00 $ 2 5 0 . 0 0 3 1 , 6 0 1 . 10 5 3 3 . 70 4 1 , 8 5 1 . 1 0  4 6 2 . 78 
Corrections  2 1 , 5 3 5 . 5 5  7 6 7 . 7 7 2 1 , 5 3 5 . 5 5 7 6 7 . 7 7 
Sub Tota l 1 2 5 0 . 0 0  2 5 0 . 0 0 1 7  1 1 , 5 2 3 . 2 4  6 7 7 . 8 4 18 1 1 , 7 7 3 . 2 4  6 5 4 . 0 7  
Other Agencies 3 7 2 0 . 0 0  2 4 0 . 0 0 3 1 , 9 7 9 . 9 5  6 5 9 . 9 8 6 2 , 69 9 . 9 5 4 5 0 . 0 0  
Tota l 4 9 70 . 0 0 2 4 2 . 5 0 2 0  1 3 , 5 0 3 . 1 9 6 7 5 . 1 6 2 4  1 4 , 4 7 3 . 1 9 6 0 3 . 0 5  
\ of  Tot a l  
Prgm Part i c .  17% 7% 83% 93% HO% 100% 
1 9 7 7  
P o l i c e  4 $ 1 , 8 2 9 . 2 0 $ 4 5 7 . 3 0 1 2  $ 1 0 , 8 1 9 . 0 0 $ 9 0 1 . 5 8 16 $ 1 2 , 7 0 8 . 2 0 $ 7 9 4 . 2 6 
Legal 3 2 , 3 0 1 . 6 3 7 6 7 , 2 1 3 2 , 30 1 . 6 3  767 . 2 1 
Corrections 
Sub Total 4 1 , 8 2 9 . 2 0 4 5 7 . 30 1 5  1 3 , 1 2 0 . 6 3  8 7 4 . 7 0 1 9  1 5 , 00 9 . 8 3  7 8 9 . 99 
Other Agencies 4 3 , 2 0 1 . 5 7 80 0 . 3 9 4 3 , 2 0 1 . 5 7 80 0 . 3 9 
Total 4 1 , 8 2 9 . 2 0  4 5 7 . 3 0  1 9  1 6 , 3 2 2 . 2 0 8 5 9 , 0 6 2 3  1 8 , 1 5 1 -. 4 0  7 8 9 . 1 9 
\ o f  Total 
Prgm P a r t i c .  17%  10% 83% 90% 100% 100% 
1 9 7 8  
Police 7 $ 3 , 2 0 7 . 6 8 $ 4 5 8 . 2 4 1 3, $ 7 , 4 '1 5 . 0 4 $ 5 7 2 . 7 0 20 $ 1 0 , 6 52 . 7 2 $ 5 3 2 . 6 4 
Legal 3 2 , 4 2 7 . 2 1  8 0 9 . 0 7  3 2 ,  4 2·7 . 2 1  8 0 9 . 0 7 
Corrections  
sub •rot  a l  7 3 , 2 0 7 . 6 8 4 5 8 . 2 4 1 6  9 , 8 7 2 . 2 5 6 1 7 , 0 2  2 3  1 3 , 0 7 9 . 9 3 5 6 8 . 6 9 
Other Agencies 5 5 0 0 . 00 1 0 0 . 00 5 5 00 . 0 0 1 0 0 . 0 0 
Total 12 3 , 7 0 7 . 6 8  3 0 8 . 9 7 1 6  9 , 8 7 2 . 2 5 6 1 7 . 0 2  2 8  1 3 , 5 7 9 . 9 3  4 8 4 . 9 9  
'Ii of Total 
Prgm Part i c ,  43% 2 7 %  57% 73%  100% 100% 
1 9 7 9  
Police  2 $ 7 9 0 . 00 $ 3 9 5 . 0 0  6 $ 4 , 3 2 8 . 6 3  $ 7 2 1 . 4 4 8 $ 5 , 1 1 8 . 6 3 $ 6 3 9 . 8 3  
Legal 4 2 , 3 9 2 . 6 5 5 9 8 . 1 6 4 2 , 3 9 2 . 6 5 5 98 . 1 6  
Corrections  3 2 , 5 6 2 . 4 4 8 5 4 , 1 5 3 2 , 5 6 2 . 4 4 8 5 4 . 1 5  
Sub Total 2 790 . 00 3 9 5 . 0 0 1 3  9 , 2 8 3 . 7 2 7 1 4 . 1 3  1 5  1 0 , 0 7 3 . 7 2 6 7 1 . 5 8 
Other Agencies 5 1 , 3 8 4 . 6 9 2 7 6 . 9 4 8 4 , 70 1 . 6 6 5 8 7 . 7 1  1 3  6 , 0 8 6 , 3 5 4 6 8 . 1 8  
Total 7 2 , 1 7 4 . 6 9 3 1 0 . 6 7 2 1  1 3 , 9 8 5 . 3 8 6 6 5 . 9 7 2 8  1 6 , 1 6 0 . 0 7  5 7 7 . 1 5  
\ o f  Total 
25% 13% Prgm Part i c . 75%  87%  100% 100% 
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Specialized Training Grants 
Percentage Participation & Expenditure by Agency 
1976-1979 
No. of % of Total Expenditures 
Participants Participants by Agency 
Police 12  50% $ 8 , 386.5 9 
Legal 4 17% 1, 851. 10 
corrections 2 8% 1 , 535.55 
Other Agencies 6 25% 2 , 699.95 
Total 24  100% 14 , 473.19 
Police 16 70% 12 ,708. 20 
Legal 3 13% 2, 301.63 
Corrections -o- -0- ---------
Other Agencies 4 17% 3, 2 01. 57 
Total 23 100% 18,151.40 
Police 20 71% 10 , 6 52.72 
Legal 3 11% 2,427.21 
Corrections -0- -o- ---------
Other Agencies 5 18% 500. 00 
Total 28 100% 13 , 579 . 93 
Police 7 2 6% 4, 659.63 
Legal 4 15% 2, 392.65 
Corrections 3 11% 2 , 562 . 44 
Other Agencies 13 48% 6 , 086 . 35 
Total 27 100% 15 ,701 . 07 
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Table 10 






















Year Grants No. 
1976 20 4 
1977 20 4 
1978 20 12 
1979 27 7 
Four 




Specialized Training Grant Utilization 
Four Year Comparison 
In-State Out-of-State 
Participation Participation 
Expenditure Ave Cost No. Expenditure Ave Cost 
$ 970. 00 $240. 00 20 $13, 503. 19 $67.5. 16 
1, 829. 20 457. 30 19 16, 322. 20 859. 06 
3, 707. 68 308.97 16 9 , 872. 25 617. 02 
2, 174. 69 3 10. 67 20 13, 526. 38 676. 32 





No. Expenditure Ave Cost 
24 $14, 473. 19 $603. 05 
23 18, 151. 40 789. 19 
28 13, 579. 93 484. 99 
27 15, 701. 07 581. 52 





















Speciali zed Training Grant s 
Comments 1976-79 
1976  
Increased familiarity with subject. 
Too much time was spent emphasizing other states particular systems. 
Was made more  aware of other jurisdictio n ' s  problems and solutions. 
Felt more time should be spent on problem so lving exercises. 
Enhanced awarenes s .  
Table 12 
F elt the workshop was good and had the tools necessary to formally o rganize and accomplish 
much in the f.uture. 
Topic did not relate to Ala ska . 
1 9 7 7  
W a s  much better than last year ' s  conference 
Made it  po ssible for this o f.ficer to detect mistak e s  he and other poli cemen were �aking. 
The seminar was not always entirely on  point. The seminar suffered from having instructor s  
that were n ' t  well versed in the area o f  criminal law. 
Too much emphasis was placed on  Florida law. 
Subject matter had been well researched and organized. 
The course should have been longer. The instruction seemed to be pointed to a very large 
department. 
1 9 7 8  
A lot o f  information was received merely by associating with members o f  other police  d e pt s .  
There were some classes  that did not pertain t o  Alaska . 
The course lacked in practical exercises  and in general was designed for the beginning 
investigator. 
Any police fleet manager who do es  not avail himself of. this course will be o pe rating 
in a vacuum and will waste time an<l money making mistakes. 
Comment Code 197 9 
1 The institute was beneficial in some respects  and not too beneficial in o th e r s .  
2 The program was in some instances  much too general and in other instances i t  was  t o o  
highly specialized. 
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Specialized Training Grants 
Manpower/Funding Comparisons 
1976-1979 
% Criminal % Funding 
Component Justice Employees for Spec . 
by Component* Train . Grants 
1975 1976-1979 
Police 48% 59% 
Legal 30% 15% 
Corrections 22% 6% 













* Figures from manpower research completed by Dr. John Angell ,  Justice Center , 




SPECIALIZED TRAINING GRANTS 1973 THROUGH 1979 
-f 
A SEVEN YEAR OVERVIEW 
Three hundred forty-nine state and local government personnel 
have been the recipients of the Criminal Justice Planning Agency ' s  
Specialized Training Grants over the seven year period from 1973 
through 1979 inclusive . A total of $162,578 .03 was distributed 
over this period to enable criminal justice practitioners from 
courts, the legal community, corrections and police agencies, a s  
well as those from agencies having at least peripheral interest 
in justice affairs, to attend training or education programs in­
state and out . . If the total expenditures were divided by the total 
number of participants, each grant would have been awarded at an 
average expenditure of $465.84. 
Of the 349 grant recipients, 190 (55%) were from police 
agencies, 61 (17% } were from the court or legal components, 51 (15% ) 
were from corrections, and 47 (13% ) were from "other" agencies 
having justice interests or obligations . 
While these seven year averages may be of general interest, it 
should be noted that there were significant differences in funding 
levels from year to year, from one component to another, and from 
the initial three year study period to the second four year study 
period . 
For example, from 1973 through 1975 there were 247 participants 
funded at a cost of $100,672.44 or an average expenditure of 
$408 . 00 per person. From 1976 through 1979, 102 people received 
grants totaling $61,905.59 or an average expenditure of $711.56 
per participant . In 1973 75% (107) of the 143 grantees attended 
III-1 
programs within the state which resulted in an average cost per 
participant for that year of $257, the lowest average cost for 
all seven years and the year of the greatest total number of 
participants. In contrast, there were 42 personnel (99% of all 
grant recipients) who received a grant for an out-of-state program 
in 1975 and that year's average cost per participant was $646. 
In general, there is a pattern which emerges over the seven year 
period which indicates that as in-state participation increases, 
more people participate and this in turn tends to lower the average 
cost per person for each year. In other words, more people partici­
pate at less cost for in-state programs than for out-of-state 
programs. 
While 1973 and 1974 reflected program costs of 36. 7  and 36. 1 
thousand dollars respectively, the expenditures for 1975 dropped 
to approximately 27. 8 thousand dollars. Participation levels too, 
dropped from a high of 143 in 1973 to 61 in 1974 and finally 43  
in 1975. 
The second segment of the study, the four year period 1976 
through 1979, saw further drops in expenditures and participation 
levels. For example , in 1976 $14. 4  thousand was expended on the 
individualized grants. In 1977 the figure was raised somewhat 
to $18. 1 thousand but dropped again to $13. 5 thousand in 1978 and 
finally back up slightly to $16. l thousand in 1979. In no case , 
however, did the 1976-1979 period witness expenditures even close 
to the earlier three year period. Participation levels also 
dropped to an average of approximately 26 for the four year period. 
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Another obvious area of interest extracted from the data is 
the fluctuation of the number and total value of grants awarded 
to the representatives of various agencies over the seven years. 
Except in the last year of the seven year period (1979 ) police 
participants have in every year received approxirnately ' half the 
total funds for that year . However, in certain years they 
received 70% (1977) and 78% (1978) of the total expenditures . 
Only in 1979 were the law enforcement applicants funded at a low 
of 30% of the total expenditures. Even this lowest level of 
police funding was greater than the percentage of funds directed 
to the other justice segments in any one year of the previous 
six years; i. e . ,  no other justice unit had been granted as much as 
30% of the funds in any of the previous years (Table 2 ) .  An 
exception occurred only in 1979 when "other" agency representa­
tives received 39% of the total funds awarded that year. 
As Table 4 indicates, an average of 55% of the expenditures 
over the total seven year period was awarded to representatives 
of police agencies even though police personnel make up 48% of 
the number of criminal justice professionals in the state. The 
legal personnel who represent 30% of all criminal justice per­
sonnel received an average of 20% of the seven years of funding, 
and the correctional component, 22% of all criminal justice 
employees, received 12% of all specialized training grants 
between 1973 and 1979 inclusive . Although it is difficult, if 
not impossible, to estimate the number of "other " agency personnel 
having criminal justice interests or responsibilities, it is 
known that this segment of participants received an average of 
I I I -3 
13% of the funds over the seven year period. 
It may be useful to re-examine the substantial differences 
in awards made from year to year to in-state participant in 
relationship to the higher costs associated with funding personnel 
to attend " outside" programs. This seems to be the second of mean­
ingful and obvious patterns of differences identified in the 
data (the first being differential funding by criminal justice 
components described above) . 
In every year of the seven years of the study the average 
cost per in-state grant recipients was at least half, and in one 
year (1973) one-fourth, the average cost of sending an individual 
to an out-of-state program. Further, the percentage of total 
expenditures allocated to in-state participation always enabled 
proportionately more individuals to attend programs in-state. As 
examples, in 1973 41% of the funds for that year enabled 75% of 
the year ' s  participants to attend various training sessions within 
Alaska, in 1974 12% of the funds sent 25% of the grantees to in­
state sessions and finally in 1979 13% of the funds enabled 25% 
of the personnel receiving grants to remain in-state for training. 
It is clear, then, that this second major pattern should be 
considered if stretching the decreasing and limited funds is to 
be an important factor in future funding strategies. 
An examination of the topics which attracted criminal justice 
personnel from 1973 to the end of the decade is useful in that 
the areas of professional interest can be assessed. Clear patterns 
of interest are indicated in the year 1973 (see Part I, Table 4 )  
III-4 
when large numbers of grant recipients were involved in grant 
management , law enforcement management, and narcotics training 
programs. Even in 1974 , programs such as criminal identification , 
legal defense, investigation, and juvenile justice attracted an 
identifiable majority of state and municipal personnel . In 1975 
(Part I ,  Table 6) it becomes more difficult to distinguish between 
topics by level of participation because of fewer total grantees 
and a range of topics which attracted fewer numbers to each 
program than in previous years. 
In the following four year period , 1976 through 1979, there 
are no clearly defined topics which attracted large numbers of 
grant recipients. Except for a new topic area which had not 
appeared in earlier years, battered women - women in crisis -
sexual assault , the topics for the four year period are compatible 
with those offered in the earlier three year period. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
A few conclusions can be drawn from the seven years of data, 
which may be of general value for planning the future direction 
of the program effort. No value judgments or priorities are 
intended in these statements which are based on the analysis of 
the data in Parts I and II of this study . 
1. The police or law enforcement component of the criminal 
justice system in Alaska, has consistently (i. e. , for six 
out of the seven years of the study period) received at 
least 50% of all expenditures for each year. The one excep­
tion was in 1979 when a low of 30% of the funds were directed 
to police personnel. However, no other justice unit had 
been granted as much as 30% of the funds in any year. 
2. The average per person cost of sending criminal justice 
personnel to out-of-state training programs has been, in 
every year, approximately double the average per person 
cost for in-state program participants . 
3 .  Related to # 2 above, consistently more personnel have 
participated in local productions (within the state) at 
less cost. That is, for each and every year of the study 
a lower proportion of the total expenditures for each year 
enabled a greater percentage of personnel to attend in-state 
programs. As examples, in 1973 41%  of the total expenditures 
sent 75% of the total number of participants to in-state 
productions and in 1979 only 13% of the total funds en , bled 
25% of all participants to attend training within the state. 
III-6 
4 .  Evaluations completed by participants have consistently 
indicated satisfaction with the training programs that 
were attended. This conclusion , however , may be of dubious 
usefulness since it does not address the issue of the source 
of funding. That is, if the participants were able to garner 
the financial support from their own agencies or some 
resource other than the CJPA, it would undoubtedly have no 
effect on the evaluation of the session which was attended. 
It is clear however that many of the participants were able 
to attend the various programs because these funds were 
available. 
5 .  Closely related to item # 1 ,  but a distinct finding in its 
own right, total expenditures for the program have . not been 
proportionate to the number of employees in the three major 
components of the criminal justice system. The police who 
represent 48% of all justice personnel in the state received 
an average of 55% of the funds over the seven year period, 
legal personnel (30% of all justice practitioners) received 
20% of the funds, and corrections (22% of all justice per­
sonnel) received 12% of all funds. Participants from "other" 
(peripheral) agencies acquired 13% of all grant funds. 
Except for the earlier quoted objective (see Part I, page 
22-23) of equitable distribution of available funds among 
the agencies of justice ". . . legal, police, and correc-
tions. II • • I 
significance. 
this conclusion might otherwise be of little 
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6. While there have been a few minor shifts in topical interest 
from year to year there is little indication of major change 
in direction of training participation or emphasis over the 
seven year period . That is, there tends to be a great deal · 
of similarity of training topics which attract Alaska justice 
personnel over most of the past decade . For example, someone 
is sent every year, year after year , to arson training programs, 
explosives programs , and narcotics programs . The data and 
the consistency of this phenomenon would lead to a conclusion 
that this is a standardized practice and that it apparently 
only requires a decision as to " who" should attend each year. 
These general conclusions , and others which may be gleaned 
from the available data , can be utilized to formulate a set of 
recommendations which might be used as a starting point for review­
ing the objectives of the specialized training grant program . 
After seven years of administration , noticeable patterns have 
emerged which can be evaluated as to their present value and time­
liness. As training and educational opportunities within Alaska 
improve and as the funding pattern and the emphasis on training 
improve within the major agencies of justice within the state , it 
is perhaps time to reconsider overall training needs and resources 
statewide . 
At the conclusion of Part I of this study a discussion and 
recommendations were presented which appear to be relevant to 
the expanded study. Those recommendations do appear to have 
validity when measured against the conclusions enumerated above . 
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The results of this study including the six general con­
clusions above could be utilized as the nucleus for discussions 
within and among the various justice agencies toward the goal 
of establishing objectives and priorities for the future of the 
specialized training grants program. It seems that to simply 
repeat past years' practices may be wasteful of limited resources. 
There is no doubt that a continuing need exists to enable the 
small town police chief or bush magistrate to participate in 
training programs. But it does seem that economic considerations 
would dictate that j ustice personnel acquire the greatest benefit 
possible from limited dollars. It seems questionable that it is 
good policy to continue to send personnel to the same kinds of 
programs " outside" year after year when those programs might be 
better utilized if brought to Alaska where more could attend and 
at lesser expense. 
It would seem to be important to justify the balance or 
imbalance of spending directed to the three major components of 
the j ustice system - legal, police and corrections. It might 
be helpful to coordinate all training and educational opportunities 
through a central clearinghouse office within the state, but not 
attached to any one particular justice unit. 
These and other issues which imply the structuring and 
prioritizing of certain value judgments with regard to training 
should be taken into consideration in a total review of con­
tinuing professional development practices, needs, and resources 
within the State of Alaska. 
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The specialized training grant program administered by the 
Criminal Justice Planning Agency over the past several years 
has provided both a valuable service and a financial resource to 
many professionals who might not otherwise have been able to 
continue their professional development. This study would sug­
gest' however, that it is now time to rethink both the purpose 
and the direction of that program in order to give it a new direc­
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rrq,a J';ll"t-..i c .  
In-St;1te 
Pill:ticip;i!:ion 
No. r-:�:p-:rncliture i\vc Cost 
64 $ 9 , 977 . 80 $156 . 0() 
9 950 . 9 6  105. 00 
2(, 2 , 586. 2A 99. 00 
9'..) 1 3 , 51 5 . 04 1 37 . 00 
8 1 , 4 2 9 . 7 5  179 . 00 
107 1 4 , 9,M . 79 ) '1 0 . 00 
75";. 4 1 %  
1 2  $ 3 , 357 . 61 $28 0 . 00 
3 784 . 2 1  7.61 • ob 
15  <i , 14 1 . 82 276 . 00 
15 4 , 14 1 . 82 276. 00 
25°. 12<;; 
1 $ 317 .40  $347 . 00 
] 317 . 1 0  3 !,  7 .  00 
l 34"/ . 4 0  3,-n .  oc, 
2 "..  1 �' 
Pa:�t i�ir•:1t ion 
l�o. E;,9�a.:litn::-e ;v ... ,0 Cost 
J (,  $ 9 , 301 . 93 
12 7 , 066 . !:.iO 
5 2 , 005. 61 
33  1 8 , 374 . 09 
3 3 , 44 5 . �0 
36 2 1 , 81 9 . !:.iCJ 
25°6 59,;; 
197,; 
22 $16 , 631 . 03 
14 7 , 930 . 66 
8 6 , 194 . 31 
44 3 0 , ·156 . 00 
2 1 , 235 . 93 










$1 :� , G8 9 . ?.l 
7 , 60-9 . �,s 
4 , 3::: 3 .  71 
2.-; , (.32 . 47 
2 I •/9:! • •1 '1 
=�7 , ,17.0. 9] 
9':P�--
$ 581.  00 
539 .00 
'10 1 . 00 
557 . 00 
114 9 . 00 
Ci%. 00 
$ 7�6. 00 
567 . 00 
771, . 0(I 
699 . 00 
6Hl . 00 
Ci%. 00 
$ 604 . 00 
8t; C, . 0O 
619 . CiO 
GSS . 00 
'1G6. 0IJ 
(,53 . 00 
Toti!! l'ro<.ir,,!:! 
Pilrt iciputi o:1 
?-:o . Expt::1<1:i.t1...:·c- lwc Co.�t  
80 $19 , 2 79 . 73 $2'1 1 . 0".l 
21 8 , 0) 7 . ,;6 :w� . oo 
31  4 , 591.89 1/,�� . 0:> 
132 3 1 , 889. ! 3  2'12 . 0,.' 
11 '� , 87 5 . 2 5  4�3 . 00 
1,1 :< 3 6 ,  76-1 . 3<1 257 . 00 
100'; 100!1. 
34 $ 1 9 , 938. G<: $588 . 00 
17 8 , 71,', . 87 5) 3 . 00 
8 6 , 1 91 .  31 1111 . 00 
59 3 4 , 897 . 82 592 . 00 
2 1 , 2 35 . 93 6H l . 0O 
61 3 6 , 1 3 3 . 73 592 . 00 
100,� 100-:. 
21 $13 , 03 G . 61 $621 . 00 
9 7 ,609 . 55 846 . 00 
7 4 , 3 3 3 . 7 1  619. 0i) 
37 2,i , 97 9 .  87 675 . 00 
6 2 I J9•1 • -1 4  liG6 . 00 
ti3  2 7 , 774 . 31 646 . 00 
100�. 100·;; 
( continued next page) 
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Table l (continued) 
1 9 7 6  
In-State Out-of-state Total P ro gram 
Participation Part i c ipation Parti cipation 
Component N o .  Expend i ture Ave Cost No.  Expenditure Ave Cost N o .  Expendi ture Ave Cost  
Police 12 $ 8 , 386 . 59 $ 698 . 88 1 2  $ 8 , 3 86 . 59 $ 69 8 . 8 8  
Legal l $ 2 5 0 . 0 0  $ 2 5 0 . 00 3 1 , 601 . 1 0 5 3 3 . 70 4 1 , 8 5 1 . 1 0 4 62 . 78 
Corrections  2 1 , 5 35 . 55 7 67 . 77 2 1 , 5 3 5 . 5 5  7 6 7 . 7 7  
Sub Total l 2 5 0 . 0 0  2 5 0 . 0 0  1 7  1 1 , 5 2 3 . 24  6 7 7 . 8 4  1 8  1 1 , 773 . 24 654 . 07 
Other Agencies 3 7 2 0 . 00 2 40 . 00 3 1 , 97 9 . 95 659 . 98 6 2 , 69 9 . 9 5  450 . 00 
Total 4 9 7 0 . 0 0  2 4 2 . 50  20 1 3 , 503 . 19 6 75 . 1 6 24  1 4 , 4 7 3 . 1 9  603 . 05 
"' of Total 
Prgm P a r t i c .  17% 7% 83% 93% 100% 1 0 0 %  
1 9 7 7  
Police 4 $ 1 , 82 9 . 20  $ 4 5 7 . 30 1 2  $10 , 8 1 9 . 0 0 $ 9 0 1 .  5 8  1 6  $ 12 , 70 8 . 2 0  $ 7 9 4 . 2(, 
Legal 3 2 , 301 . 6 3  767 . 2 1 3 2 , 30 1 . 6 3  7 6 7 . 2 1  
Correc t ions 
Sub Total 4 1 , 829 . 20 4 5 7 . 30 1 5  1 3 , 1 20 . 6 3 87 4 . 70 1 9  1 5 , 009 . 83 789 . 99 
Other Agencies 4 3 , 20 1 . 57 800 . 39 4 3 , 20 1 . 5 7  8 0 0 . 3 9  
Total  4 1 , 82 9 . 20 4 5 7 . 3 0  1 9  1 6 , 322 . 20 859 . 0 6  2 3  1 8 ,  1 5 1 -. 4 0  7 8 9 . 1 9  
' o f  Total 
Prgm Par t i c .  17% 10% 83% 90% 100% 100%  
1 9 7 8  
Police 7 $ 3 , 207 . 68 $ 4 58 . 24 1 3  $ 7 , 4 4 5 . 04 $ 5 7 2 . 70 20  $ 10 , 6 5 2 . 72 $ 5 3 2 . 64 
Legal 3 2 , 4 27 . 2 1 809 . 0 7 3 2 , -1-2 1 . 21 809 . 07 
Corrections 
Sub 'l'otal 7 3 , 20 7 . 68 4 58 . 2 4 1 6  9 , 87 2 . 25 6 1 7 , 0 2  2 3  1 3 , 0 7 9 . 9 3  5 68 . 69 
Other Agencies s 5 0 0 . 0 0  1 00 . 00 5 5 00 . 00 1 0 0 . 00 
Total 1 2  3 , 70 7 . 68  308 . 9 7  1 6  9 , 872 . 2 5 6 1 7 . 0 2  2 8  1 3 , 5 7 9 . 93 4 84 . 99 
\ o f  Total 
Prgm Part i c ,  4 3 %  27% 57% 73% 100% 1 0 0 %  
1 9 7 9  
Police 2 $ 790 . 00 $ 3 9 5 . 00 6 $ 4 , 32 0 . 63 $ 7 2 1 . 4 4 8 $ 5 , 1 1 8 . 6 3  $ 6 39 . 8 3 
Legal 4 2 , 39 2 . 6 5  5 9 8 . 1 6 4 2 , 3 92 . 65 5 9 8  . 1 6  
Correc tions 3 2 , 5 6 2 . 4 4  854 , 1 5  3 2 , 562 . 4 4 8 54 . l S ·  
Sub Total 2 790 . 00 3 9 5 . 0 0 1 3  9 , 28 3 . 7 2  71 4 . 1 3  1 5  1 0 , 0 7 3 . 7 2  6 71 . 50 
Other Agencies 5 1 , 384 . 69 2 76 . 94 8 4 , 701 . 66 587 . 71 1 3  6 , 086 . 3 5  4 68 . 1 8  
Total 7 2 , 1 74 . 69 3 10 . 6 7 2 1  1 3 , 98 5 . 38  665 . 9 7  28 1 6 , 16 0 . 0 7  5 7 7 . } 5  
' of  Total 




Specialized Training Grants 
Percentage Participation & Expenditure by Agency 
No. of 














Other Agencies 6 
Total 43 
1973-1979 
� of 'l'ot�l 


















Exp;::ncllture� !;. of Total 
by l\qency I·::•_:2��jture�_ 
$19 , 27 9 . 78 53� 
8 , 01 7 . '16 22% 
4 , 59 1 . 89 12� 
4 , 875 .25  13� 
36 , 7G!l . 38 100% 
19, 983 . 6'1 55% 
8 , 714 . 87 24!!. 
6 , 194 . 31 17% 
1 , 2 35 . 93 4%  
36 , 1 33 . 7 5  100% 
1 3 , 036 . 61 4n 
7 , 609 . 55 27% 
4 , 3 33 . 71 16% 
2 , 794.44  10% 
27 , 77 4 . 3 1  100,i 
(continued on next page) 
Table 2 (continued) 
No. of % of Total Expenditures % of Total 
Participants Participants b:t Agency Expenditures 
Police 12  50% $ 8 , 3 8 6 . 5 9  5 8 %  
Legal 4 17% 1 , 8 51.10 13% 
Corrections 2 8% 1 , 535.55  10% 
Other Agencies 6 25%  2 , 6 9 9. 9 5  1 9 %  
Total 24 100% 1 4 , 4 7 3. 1 9 100%  
Police 16 70% 12 , 708.20 7 0 %  
Legal 3 13% 2 , 301. 6 3  13% 
Corrections -o- -o- --------- -0-
Other Agencies 4 17% 3 , 2 0 1 . 57 1 7 %  
Total 2 3  100% 1 8 , 1 51.40  100%  
Police 20  71%  1 0 , 652.72  78% 
Legal 3 11% 2 , 4 2 7 .21 18%  
Corrections -o- -o- --------- -o-
Other Agencies  5 18% 500.00 4 % 
Total 28 100% 13 , 57 9 . 9 3  100!/;  
Police 7 26% 4 , 6 5 9 . 6 3  3 0 %  
Legal 4 15% 2 , 3 92.6 5 1 5 %  
Corrections 3 11% 2 , 562.44  16%  
Other Agencies 13 48% 6 , 086.35  3 9 %  
Total 27 100% 15 , 701.07 100%  
III-15 
-i .  
Year Grants No. 
1 97 3  67  1 07 
1 97 4  5 4  15 
1975 4 0  1 
Three 
Year 161 l:.!3 
Total 
1 97 6  2 0  4 
1 977 2 0  4 
1978  20  12  
197 9 27  7 
Fou r 
Year 87 27 
Total 
Seven 
Year 248 150 
Total 
Specialized Training Grant Utilization 
Seven Year Comparison 
In-State Out-of-State 
Participat ion Par ticipation 
Expenditure Ave Cost No.  Expenditure Av e Cost 
$14 , 94 4 . 7 2  $140.00 36  $21, 8 1 9.5 9 $606.00 
4 , 141.82  276.00  4 6  31, 991.93 6 95.00 
347 . 4 0  3 4 7 . 00 4 2  27 , 4 26 . 91 653.00  
1 9, 4 3 3 . 94 158 . 00 124 81 , 238.43  655.00  
� 970 . 00 $ 2 4 0. 0 0  20 $13, 503.19  $675.16 
. l , 829.20  4 57 . 3 0  1 9  16, 322.20 8 5 9. 06 
3 , 7 07.68  3 0 8 . 97 16 9, 872 . 25 617 . 02 
2 , 174 . 6 9  3 1 0. 67  20  13, 526.38  676.32  
8 , 6 81.57  3 21 . 54 75 53, 224 . 02 709.65  
28,115.51 187.44  199  134 , 4 6 2.45 675 . 6 9  
III-1 6 
Table 3 
Tot a l  Program 
Participation 
No. Expenditure Ave Cost 
143  $36 , 7 6 4 . 38 $257.00  
6 1  3 6 , 1 3 3 . 75 5 92 . 00 
4 3  2 7 , 77 4 . 31 6 4 6 . 00 
24 7 100, 6 7 2. 4 4  4 08 . 00 
24  $ 14 , 4 7 3 . 1 9  $ 6 03 . 05 
2 3  18 , 151. 4 0  7 8 9 . 1 9  
2 8  13 , 5 7 9. 93 4 84 . 99 
27 1 5 , 7 0 1 . 07 5 81 .  52  
102  6 1 , 905 . 5 9  711 .  5 6  






Specialized Training Grants 
Manpower/Funding Comparisons 
1973-1979 
% Criminal % Funding 
Justice Employees for Spec . 


















* Figures from manpower research completed by Dr . John Angell , Justice Center, 
University of Alaska , Anchorage , 1978. 
III-17 
